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943. Also, petition of C. W. Ogden and 28 

other citizens of St. Louis, Mo., protesting 
against the passage of any prohibition legis
lation by the Congress; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

944. By Mr. HANCOCK: Resolution adopted 
by the Board of Supervisors of Onondaga 

' County, N.Y., in support of House bill 2232 
and Senate bill 101; to the Committee on 
Labor. 

945. By Mr. KEARNEY: petition containing 
the signatures of 22 citizens of the Thirty
first Congressional District, State of New 
York, advocating the enactment by the Con
gress of the Pace bill, H. R. 752; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

SENATE 
vVEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 1945 

(Legislative day of Monday, June 4, 1945) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Aimighty God and merciful Father, as 
around the world the battlements of 
tyranny tremble and we see Thy right
eous sentence, "They that take the sword 
shall perish by the sword," fulfilled be
fore our eyes, deliver us from the su
preme folly of trusting in the same foul 
forces we fight. Keep us from the delu
sion that external might can ever take 
the place of inner integrity. Open our 
eyes to the evils within ourselves which 
shut Thee out. Cleanse us from inner 
defilement which blinds our eyes' to the 
divine. Save us, as individuals and as 
a nation, from the smug pride which 
misses the humble path of meekness, the 
one road to Thee. In the Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On motion of Mr. BARKLEY, and by 
unanimous consent, tlie reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of the cal
endar day Tuesday, June 12, 1945, was 
dispensed with, and the Journal was 
approved. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT- . 
APPROVAL OF A BILL . 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his 
secretaries, and he announced that on 
June 12, 1945, the President had approved 
and signed the act <S. 510) to amend sec
tions 11 (c) and 16 of the Federal 
Reserve Act, as amended, and for other 
purposes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a bill <H. R. 7) making 
unlawful the requirement for the pay
ment of a poll tax as a prerequisite to 
voting in a primary or other election for 
national officers, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

ADDRESS DELIVERED BY GENERAL EISEN· 
HOWER ON ACCEPTING HONOR CON
FERRED BY THE CITY OF LONDON 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to insert in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD the address delivered 
by Gen. Dwight D. Eisenhower in accept
ing the distinction and honor of the 
freedom of the· city of London con
ferred upon him yesterday. 

His address should be read by every 
American citizen, because it deserves to 
be ranked with classic literature and be
cause it stamps General Eisenhower a·s a 
diplomat and as a statesman of the first 
order. It is one of the remarkable ad
dresses of the present time, delivered by 
any American or by a citizen of any 
other nation. I therefore ask that it be 
incorporated in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the address will be printed 
in the RECORD. 

General Eisenhower's address is as 
follows: 

The high sense of distinction I feel in re
ceiving this great honor from the city of 
London is inescapably mingled with feelings 
of profound sadness. All of us must always 
regret that your great country and mine were 
ever faced with the tragic situation that com
pelled the appointment of an Allied com
mander in chief, the capacity in which I have 
Just been so extravagantly commended. 

Humility must always be the portion of 
any man who receives acclaim earned in the 
blood of his followers and the sacrifices of 
his friends. 

Conceivably a commander may have been 
professionally superior. He may have given 
everything of his heart and mind to meet the 
spiritual and physical needs of his comrades. 
He may have written a chapter that will glow 
forever in the pages of military history. • 

Still, even such a man-if he e;Kisted
would sadly face the facts that his honors 
cannot hide in his memories the crosse$ 
marking the resting places of the dead. They 
cannot soothe the anguish of the widow or 
the orphan whose husband or father will not 
return. 

A SYMBOL OF ALL!ED PEOPLE 

The only attitude in which a commander 
may with satisfaction receive the tributes of 
his friends is in the humble acknowledgment 
that, no matter how unworthy he may be, 
his position is the symbol of great human 
forces that have labored arduously and suc
cessfully for a righteous cause. Unless he 
feels this symbolism and this rightness in 
what he has tried to do, then he is dis
regardful of courage, fortitude, and devo
tion of the vast multitude he has been 
honored to command. If all Allied men and 
women that have served with me in this war 
can only know that it is they whom this 
·august body is really honoring today, then 
indeed I will be content. 

This feeling of humility cannot erase, of 
course, my great pride in being tendered the 
freedom of London. I am not a native of this 
land. I come from the very heart of Amer
ica. In the superficial aspects by which we 
ordinarily recognize family relationships, the 
town where I was born and the one where I 
was reared are far separated from this great 
city. Abilene, Kans., and Dennison, Tex., 
would together equal in size possibly one 
five-hundredth of a part of Greater London. 

By your stanqards those towns are young, 
without your ·aged traditions that carry the 
roots of London back into the uncertainties of 
unrecorded history. To those people I am 
proud to belong, 

But I find myself today, 5,000 miles fron1 
that countryside, the honored guest of a city 
whose name stands for grandeur and size 
throughout the world. Hardly would it seem 
possible for t~ London Council to have gone 
farther afield to find a man to honor with its 
priceless gift of token citizenship. 

Yet kinship among nations is not de
termined in such measurements as proximity 
of size and age. Rather we should turn to 
those inner things-call them what you 
will-I mean those intangibles that are the 
real treasures freemen possess. 

To preserve his freedom of worship, his 
equality before law, his liberty to speak 
and act as he sees fit, subject only to pro
visions that he trespass not upon similar 
rights of others-a Londoner will fight. So 
will a citizen of Abilene. 

THE BASIS OF KINSHIP 

When we consider these things, then the 
valley of the Thames draws closer to the 
farms of Kansas and the plains of Texas. To 
my mind, it is clear that when two peoples 
will face the tragedies of war to defend the 
same spiritual values, the same treasured 
l'ights, then in the deepest sense those two 
are truly related. So even as I proclaim my 
undying Americanism, I am bold enough and 
exceedingly proud to claim the basis at kin
ship to you of London. 

And what man who has followed the his
tory of this war could fail to experience an 
inspiration from the example of this city? 

When the British Empire stood-alone but 
unconquered, almost naked but unafraid
to deny the Hitler hordes, it was on this de
voted city that the first terroristic blows were 
launched. 

Five years and eight months of war, much 
of it on the actual battle line, blitzes big and 
little, flying V-bombs-all of them you took 
in your stride. You worked, and from your 
needed efforts you would not be deterred. 
You carried on, and from your midst arose no 
cry for mercy, no wail of defeat. The Battle 
of Britain will take its place as another cf 
your deathless traditions. And your faith 
and endurance have finally been rewarded. 

You had been more than 2 years in war 
when Americans in numbers began swarm
ing into your country. Most were mentally 
unprepared for the realities of war-espe
cially ·as waged by the Nazis. Others be
lieved that the tales of British sacrifice had 
been exaggerated. Still others failed to 
recognize the difficulties of the task ahead. 

All such doubts, questions, and compla
cencies could not endure a single casual tour 
through your scarred streets and avenues. 
With awe our men gazed upon the empty 
spaces where once had stood buildings 
erected by the toil and sweat of peaceful 
folk. Our eyes rounded as we saw your 
women, serving quietly and efficiently in al
most every kind of war effort, even with flak 
batteries. We became accustomed to the 
warning sirens which seemed to compel from 
the native Londoner not even a single hurried 
step. Gradually we drew closer together . 
until we became true partners in war. 

TWO EXPEDITIONS PREPARED 

In London my associates and I planned two 
great expeditions-that to invade the Medi
terranean and later that to cross the Chan
nel. London's hospitality to the Americans, 
her good-humored acceptance of the added 
inconvenience we brought, her example of 
fortitude and qtfi.et confidence in the final 
outcome-all these helped to make the su
preme headquarters of the two Allied expe:ii
tions the smooth-working organizations they 
became. 

They were composed of chosen representa
tives of two proud and independent peoples, 
each noted for its initiative and for its sat
isfaction with its own customs, manners, and . 
methods. Many feared that those represent-
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atives could never combine together in ·an 
efficient fashion to solve the complex prob
lems presented by modern war. 

I hope you believe we proved the doubters 
'tvrong. And, moreover, I hoid that we proved 
this point not only for war-we proved it 
can always be done by our two peoples, pro
vided only that both show the same good will, 
the same forbearance, the same objective at
titude that the British and Americans so 
amply demonstrated in the nearly 3 years 
of bitter campaigning. 

No man could alone have brought about 
this result. Had I possessed the military skill 
of a Marlborough, the wisdom of Solomon, the 
understanding of Lincoln, I still would have 
been helpless without the loyalty, vision, and 
generosity of thousands upon thousands of 
British and Americans. 

Some of them were my companions in the 
high command. Many were enlisted men and 
junior officers carrying the fierce brunt of 
battle, and many others were back in the 
United States and here in Great Britain ip 
London. 

ONE GREAT TEAM 
Moreover; back of us always our great na

tional war leaders a.nd their civil and military 
staffs that supported and encouraged us 
through every trial, every test. The whole 
was one great team. I know that on this spe
cial occasion 3,000,000 American men and 
women serving in the Allied Expeditionary 
Force would want me to pay a tribute of &d• 
:miration, respect, and affection to their Brit
ish comrades of this war. 

My most cherishe~ hope is that after Japan 
joins the Nazis in utter defeat, neither my 
country nor yours need ever again summon 
its sons and daughters from their peaceful 
pursuits to face the tragedies of battle. But
a fact important for both of us to remember
neither London nor Abilene, sisters under the 
skin, will sell her birthright for physical 
safety, her liberty for mere existence. 

No petty differences in the world of trade, 
traditions, or national pride should ever blind 
us to our Jdentities in priceless values. 

If we keep our eyes on this guidepost, then 
no difficulties along our path of mutual co
operation can ever be insurmountable. More
over, when this truth has permeated to the 
remotest hamlet and heart of all peoples, then 
indeed may we beat our swords into plow
shares and all nations can enjoy the fruitful
ness of the earth. 

My Lord Mayor, I thank you once again fat 
· an honor to me and to the American forces 
that will remain one of the proudest in my 
:memories. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask to 
be excused from the session of the Sen
ate tomorrow in order that I may attend 
a very important conference at Chi
cago, Ill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request made by 
the Senat6r from Oregon? The Chair 
hears none, and the l:"equest is granted. 

PETITION 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
fore the Senate the following resolution 
of the Senate of the Territory of Hawaii, 
which was referred to the Committee on· 
Territories and Insular Affairs: 

Senate Resolution 75 
Whereas the Territory of Hawaii is an in

tegral part of the United States of America, 
has enjoyed an enlightened form of consti· 
tutlonal government under the best tradi ... 
tions of Anglo-American concepts of freedom 
for more than 100 years, and In the long 
period of years since annexation to the 

United States of Ameri.ca has -demonstrated 
its unity with the Nation, Its devotion to the 
national ideals, and its full capacity for self .. 
government; and 

Whereas the people of this Territory have 
by plebiscite demonstrated their overwhelm
ing desire that Hawaii become a State 
through the customary proc€dure by which 
the Congress has elevated other territories 
to statehood; and 

Whereas the legislature of this Territory 
has repeatedly addressed the Congress asking 
that statehood be granted, thus carrying out 
the known and expressed sentiment of the 
people of Hawaii; and 

Whereas provision has been made by this 
legislature to invite viSits of congressional 
committees and groups to the Territory to 
acquaint the Congress of the United States 
with conditions and issues vitally affecting 
Hawaii in its relations to the National Gov
ernment and to the Congress: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate of the Twenty-third 
Session of the Legislature of the Territory of 
Hawaii, That this Senate does hereby express 
its complete belief in and support of state
hood for Hawaii at the earliest possible mo
ment; that this senate does hereby urge the 
Congress of the United States to take the 
steps necessary to elevate this Territory to 
a State; and that an invitation be, and it ts 
hereby, extended t6 the Committee on Ter
ritories and Insular Affairs of the Senate of 
the Congress, to the Committee on the Terri
tories of the House of Representatives of the 
Congress, or to such subcommittees thereof, 
respectively, as may be appointed, asking 
them to visit Hawaii upon the first opportune 
occaslcn to give further study and impetus 
to the program of statehood, and to give 
attention to any other matters of con
gressional interest and concern in Hawaii; 
and be it further 

·Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
forwarded to the Secretary of the Interior, to 
the President of the Senate and to the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives of 
the Congress of the United States of America, 
to 'the Committee on Territories and Insular 
Affairs of the Senate of the Congress, to the 
Committee on the Territories of the House of 
Representatives of the Congress, and to the 
Delegate to Congress from Hawaii. 

THE SENATE OF THE 
TERRITORY OF HAW AU, 

Honolulu, T. H., May 4, 1945. 
We hereby certify that the foregoing reso

lution we,s this day adoped by the Senate of 
the Territory of Hawaii. 

E. S. CAPELLAS, 
President · of the Senate. 

,·1 ELLEN D. SMYTHE, 
Clerk of the Senate. 

REPORT OF BANKING AND CURRENCY 
COMMITTEE 

Mr. MURDOCK, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, to which was 
referred the bill <H. R. 2113) to amend 
the Federal Farm Loan Act, the Emer
gency Farm Mortgage Act of 1933, the 
Federal Farm Mortgage Corporation Act, 
the Servicemen's Readjustment Act , of 
l944, and for other purposes, reported it 
Without amendment and submitted a re
port (No. 363) thereon. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first· 
time, a.nd, by unanimous consent, the 
second_ time, and referre~ as follows: 

By Mr. BARKLEY: , 
B. 1141. A bill to extend the benefits of the 

Civil Service Retirement Act of May 29, 1930, 
as amended, to certain officers and employees 

of the Smithsonian Institution, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on CiVil Service. 

By Mr. GREEN: 
S. 1142. A bill for the relief of Florence 

Barrows·; to the Committee on Claims. 
By Mr. PEPPER: 

S.1143. A bill for the relief of Harvey 
Shields; and 

S. 1144. A bill for the rellef of Willie H. 
Johnson; to the Committee on Claims. 

EXTENSION 0~ TRADE AGREEMENTS 
ACT-AMENDMENT 

Mr. ROBERTSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <H. R. 3240) to extend the 
authority of the President under section 
350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and for other purposes, which was or
dered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill <H. R. 7) making unlawful the 
requirement for the payment of a poll 
tax as a prerequisite to voting in a pri
mary or other election for national offi
cers, was read twice by its title and· re
ferred to the Committee on the Judici
ary. 
~ECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMI'I:TEES 

As in executive session, 
The · following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee 

· on the· Judiciary: . -
Tom C. Clarlt, of Texas, to he Attorney Gen_. 

eral, vice Francis Biddle, resigned. 
By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on 

Foreign Relations: -
- William D. Pawley, of Florida, to be Am
bassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
to Peru; 

Howard Donovan, of Dlinois, now a for
eign-service officer of class 2 and a secretary 
fn the diplomatic service, to be also a con
sul general; 

Carl · W. Strom, of Iowa, now a foreign
service officer of class 6 and a secretary in 
the diplomatic service, to be also a consul; 
and 

Bartley P. Gordon, of Massachusetts, now 
a foreign-service officer of class 8 and a sec
retary in the diplomatic service, to be also 
a consul. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY TO MEET 
AT 2 O'CLOCK I 

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry may meet this afternoon at 2 
o'clock to consider further the nomina
tion of Mr. Claude R. Wickard to be 
Administrator of the Rural Electrifica
tion Administration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY-ADDRESS 

BY SENATOR BALL 
[Mr. BALL asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD a radio address 
on American foreign policy, delivered by 
him in Washington, D. C., on June 12, 1945, 
:\vhich appears in the Appendix.] 

FULL EMPLOYMENT AND THE WHOLE
SALER-ARTICLE BY SENATOR MURRAY 

[Mr. MURRAY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an article en
titled "Full Employment and the Wholesaler,'' 
:written by him and published in the March 
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1945 issue of tl:te Hosiery Wholesaler, which 
appears in the Appendix.] . 

THE NEGRO AND THE POSTWAR MILITARY 
POLICY~ADDRESS BY JUDGE WILLIAM 
H. HASTIE 
[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD an address by 
Judge William H. Hastie, of the Howard Uni~ 
versity Law School, before the Select Com~ 
mittee of the House of Representatives on 
Postwar Military Policy, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

TRIBUTE TO THE LATE PRESIDENT 
ROOSEVELT BY MISS JUNE THOMSON 

[Mr. GUFFEY aslted and obtained leave to 
have printed in the Appendix of the RECORD 
a tribute to the late President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt by Miss .June Thomson, which 
appe~rs in the_ Appendix.] 

WOMEN'S RIGHTS AND THE CONSTITU ~ 
TION-LETTER BY MRS. EMMA GUFFEY 
MILLER 
[Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD a letter on _the 
subject of women's rights and the Constltu~ 
tion written by Mrs. Emma Guffey Miller, 
and' published in the Philadelphia Evening 
Bulletin of April 12, which appears in the 
Appendix.) 

POEM WRITTEN ON THE DEATH OF AN 
AVIATOR BY HIS MOTHER 

[Mr. GUFFEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a poem entitled 
"T'.ne Navigator Is . Young," written by Mrs. 
Mabel Poe Blyth, of Slippery Rock, Pa., which 
ap,I;ears in the Appendix.] 

STATUTE OF NEW INTERNATIONAL 
• COURT OF JUSTICE 

Mr. BURTON. At the time of my 
statement in the Senate yesterday in re~ 
gard to the United Nations Conference at 
San Francisco there was not yet avail~ 
able in reliable form the statute of the 
new International Court of Justice asap~ 
proved by Committee 1 of Commission 4. 
It is now available, and I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed. in the RECORD 
as appearing in the New York Times of 
the issue of June 13, 1945. It is subject 
to some slight correction, but neverthe
less is the best available report of that 
important new statute, and it is largely 
I'eliable. 

There being no objection, the statute 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ARTICLE 1 

The International Court of Justice estab~ 
lished by chapter VII of the charter as the 
principal judicial organ of the United Na
tions shall be constituted and shall function 
in acc::~rdance with the following provisions; 

CHAPTER I. ORGANIZATION OF THE COURT 
ARTIC:.E :. 

The Court shall be composed of a body of 
independent judges, elected regardless of 
their nationality from among persons of 
high moral character, who possess the quali~ 
fications required in their respective coun
tries for appointment to the highest judicial 
offices or are jurisconsults of recognized com~ 
petence in international law. 

ARTICLE 3 

1. The Court shall consist of 15 members, 
no two of whom may be nationals of the same 
state or member of the United Nations. 

2. A person who for the purposes of ·mem~ 

bership of the Court under this statute could 
be regarded as a national of more than one 
.state or member of the United Natrons shall 
be deemed to be a national of that state or 

member tn which he ordinarily exercises 
civil and political rights. 

ARTICLE 4 

1. The members of . the Court shall 1-~ 
elected by the· General Assembly and by the 
Security Council of the United Nations from 
a list of persons nominated by the national 
groups in the Permanent Court of Arbitration 
in accordar~ce with the following provisions: 

2. In the case of members of the United 
Nations not represented in the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration the lists of candidates 
shall be drawn up by national groups ap 4 

pointed for this purpose by their govern~ 
ments under the same conditions as those 
prescribed for members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration by article 44 of the 
Convention of The Hague of 1907 for the 
pacific settlement of International disputes. 

3. The conditions under which a state 
which has accepted the statute of the Court 
but is not a member of the United Nations, 
may participate in electing the members of 
the Court shall, in the absence of a special 
agreement, be laid down by the General As 4 

sembly on the proposal of the Security 
Council. 

ARTICLE 5 

1. At least 3 months before the date of 
the election the Secretary General of the 
United Nations shall address a written re4 

quest to the members of the Permanent 
Court of Arbitration belonging to the states 
which are parties to the present statute, and 
to the members of the national groups ap~ 
pointed under article 4, paragraph 2, invit~ 
ing them to undertake, .within a given time, 
by national groups, the nomination of per
sons in a position to accept the duties of ~ 
member of the Court. 

2. No group may nominate more than .four 
persons, not more than two of whom shall 
be of their own nationality. In no case may 
the number of candidates nominated by a 
group be more than double the number of 
seats to be filled. 

ARTICLE 8 
Before making these nominations, each na~ 

tional group is recommended to consult "its 
highest court of justice, its legal faculties 
and schools of law, and its national academies 
and national sections of international acad
emies devoted to the study of law. 

ARTICLE 7 

1. The Secretary General of the United Na
tions shall prepare a list in alphabetical 
order of all the persons thus nominated. 
Save as provided in article 12, paragraph 2, 
these shall be the only persons eligible. 

2. The Secretary General shall submit this 
list to the General Assembly and to the 
Security Council. 

ARTICLE 8 

The General Assembly ·and the Security 
Council shall proceed independently of one 
another to elect the members of the Court . . 

ARTICLE 9 

At every election, the electors shall bear 
1n mind not only· that the persons to be 
elected should individually possess the quau-· 
fications required but also that in the body 
as a whole the representation of the main 
forms of civilization and of the principal 
legal systems of the world should be as~ 
sured. 

ARTICLE 10 

1. Those candidates who obtain an abso
lute majority of votes in the General As~ 
sembly and in the Security Council shall be 
considered as elected. 

2. Any vote of the Security Council, 
whether for the election of judges or for 
the appointment of members of the confer~ 
ence envisaged in article 12 her.eunder, shall 
be taken without any distinction between 
permanent and nonpermanent members of 
the council. 

3. In the event of -more than one national 
of the same state or member of the United 
Nations obtaining an absolute majority of 
the votes of both the General Assembly and 
of the Security Council, the eldest of these 
only shall be considered as elected. 

ARTICLE 11 

If, after the first meeting held for the pur~ 
pose of the election, one or more seats re
main to be filled, a second and, if necessary, 
a third meeting shall take place. 

ARTICLE 12 

1. If, after the third meeting, one or more 
seats still remain unfilled, a joint conference 
consisting of six members, three appointed by 
the General Assembly and three by the Se~ 
curity Council, may be formed at any time 
at the request of either the general assembly 
or the Security Council, for the purpose of 
choosing by the vote of an absolute majority. 
one name for each seat still vacant, to sub~ 
mit to the General Assembly and the Security 
Council for their respective acceptance. 

· 2. If the joint conference is unanimously 
agreed upon any person who fulfills the re
quired conditions, he may be included in its 
list, even though he was not included in the 
list of nominations referred to in article 7. · 

3. If the joint conference is satisfied that 
it will not be successful in p1:ocuring an elec
tion, those members of the Court who have 
already been elected shall, within a period 
to be fixed by the Security Council, proceed 
to fill the vacant seats by selection from 
among those candidates who have obtained 
votes either in the General Assembly or in 
the Security Council. 

4. In the event of an equality of votes 
among the judges, the eldest judge shall have 
a · casting vote. 

ARTICLE 13 

1. The members of the Court shall be 
elected for 9 years, and of the judges elected 
at the first election the terms of five judges 
shall expire at the end of 3 years, an•i the 
terms of five more judges shall expire ~:tt the 
end of 6 years. 

2. The judges whose terms are to expire at 
the end of the above-mentioned initial pe
riods 3 and 6 years shall be chosen by lot 
to be drawn by the Secretary-General of 
the United Nations immediately after the first 
election has been completed. 

3. The members of the Court shall continue 
to discharge their duties until their places 
have been filled. Though replaced, they shall 
finish any cases which they may have begun. 

4 In the case of the resignation of a mem
ber "of the Court, the resignation shall be ad
dressed to the president of the ·court for 
transmission to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations. This last notification mal!;es 
the place vacant. 

ARTICLE 14 

Vacancies shall be fillE:d by the same method 
as that laid down for th·e first election, sub
ject to the following provisions: the Secretary 
General of the United Nations shall, within 
1 month cf the occurrence of the vacancy, 
proceed to issue the invitations provided for 
in article 5, and the date of the election shall 
be fixed by the Security Council. 

ARTICLE 15 

A member of the Court elected to replace 
a member whose term of office has not €X

pired shall hold office for the remainder of 
his predecessor's term. 

ARTICLE 16 

1. No member of the Court may exercise 
any political or administrative function, or 
engage in any other occupation of a pro
fessional nature. 
. 2. Any doubt on this point shall be settled 
by the decision of the Court. 

ARTICLE 17 

1. No rtlember of the Court may act r.s 
agent, counsel, or advocate in any case. 
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2. No member may participate in the deci

sion of any case in which he has previously 
taken part as agent, counsel, or advocate for 
one of the contesting parties, or as a member 
of a national or international court, or of a 
commission of inquiry, or in any other ca
pacity. 

3. Any doubt on this point shall be settled 
by the decision of the Court. 

ARTICLE 18 

1. No member of the Court can be dis
missed unless, in the unanimous opinion of 
the other members he has ceased to fulfill 
the required conditions. 

Z. Formal notification thereof shall be 
made to the Secretary-General .of the United 
Nations by the registrar. 

3. This notification makes the place vacant. 
ARTICLE 19 

The members of the Court, when engaged 
on the business of the Court, shall enjoy 
diplomatic privileges and immunities. 

ARTICLE 20 

Every member of the Court shall, before 
taking up his duties, make a solemn decla
ration in open Court that he will exercise 
his powers impartially and conscientiously. 

ARTICLE 21 

1. The Court shall elect its president and 
vice president for 3 years; they may be re-
elected. · 

2. It shall appoint its registrar and may 
provide for the appointment of such. other 
officers as may be neces:>arY:. 

ARTICLE 22 

1. The seat of the Court shall be estab
lished at The Hague. This, however, shall not 
prevent the Court from sitting and exercising 
1ts functions elsewhere whenever the Court 
considers it desirable. 

2. The president and registrar shall reside 
at the seat of the Court. 

ARTICLE 23 

1. The Court shall remain permanently tn 
session, except during the judicial vacations, 
the dates and duration o! which shall be 
fixed by the Court. 

2. Members of the Court are entitled to 
periodic leave, the dates and duration of 
which shall be fixed by the Court, having in 
mind the distance between The Hague and the 
home of each judge. 

3. Members of the Court shall be bound, 
unless they are on regular leave or prevented 
from· attending by illness or other serious 
reasons duly explained to the president, to 
bold themselves permanently at the disposal 
o! the Court. 

ARTICLE 24 

1. If, for some special reason, a member of 
the Court considers that he should not take 
part in the decision of a particular case, he 
shall so inform the president. 

2. If the president considers that for some 
special reason one of the members of the 
Court should not sit on a particular case, he 
shall give him notice accordingly. 

3. If in, any such case the member of the 
Court and the president disagree, the matter 
shall be settled by the decision of the Court. 

ARTICLE 25 

1. The full Court shall sit except when it 
1s expressly provided otherwise. 

2. Subject to the condition that the num
ber of judges available to constitute the 
Court is not · thereby reduced below 11, the 
rules of the Court may provide for allowing 
1 or more judges, according to circumstances 
and in rotation, to be dispensed from sitting. 

3. Provided always that a quorum of nine 
judges shall suffice to constitute the Court. 

ARTICLE 28 

1. The Court may from time to time form 
one or more chambers, composed of three or 
more judges as the Court may determine, for 
dealing wl.th particular categories of cases; 

for example, labor cases and cases relating to 
transit and communications. 

2. The Court may at any time form a cham
ber for dealing with a particular case. The 
number of judges to constitute such a cham
ber shall be determined by the Court with the 
approval of the parties. · 

3. Cru:>es shall be heard and determined by 
the chambers provided for in this article if 
the parties so request. 

ARTICLE 27 

A judgment given by any of the chambers 
provided for in articles 26 and 29 shall be a 
Judgment rendered by the Court. 

ARTICLE 28 

The chambers provided for in articles 26 
and 29 may, with the consent of the parties, 
sit and exercise their functions elsewhere 
than at The Hague. 

ARTICLE 29 

With a view to the speedy dispatch of busi
ness, the Court shall form annually a cham
ber composed of five judges, which, at the 
request of the parties, may hear and deter
mine cases by summary procedure. In addi· 
tion, two judges shall be selected for the 
purpose of replacing judges Who find it im
possible to sit. 

ARTICLE 30 

1. The Court shall frame rules for carrying 
out its functions. In particular, it shall lay 
down rules of procedure. 

2. The rules of the Court may provide for 
assessors to sit with the Court or with any 
of its chambers, without the right to vote. 

ARTICLE 31 

1. Judges of the nationality of each of the 
contesting parties shall retain their right to 
sit in the case before the Court. · 

2. If the Court includes upon the bench a 
judge of the nationality of one of the parties, 
any other party may choose a person to sit as 
Judge. Such person shall be chosen prefer
ably from among those persons who have 
been nominated as candidates as provided in 
articles 4 and 5. 

3. If the Court includes upon the bench no 
judge of the nationality of the contesting 
parties, each of these parties may proceed to
choose a judge as provided in paragraph 2 of 
this article. 

4. The provisions of this article shall apply 
to the case of articles 26 and 29. In such 
cases, the president shall request one or, if 
necessary, two of the members of the Court 
forming the chamber to give place to the 
members of the Court of the nationality of 
the parties concerned, and, fa111ng such, or if 
they are unable to be present, to the judges 
specially appointed by the parties. 

5. Should there be several parties in the 
same interest, they shall, for the purpose of 
the preceding provisions, be reckoned as one 

·party only. Any doubt upon this point shall 
be settled by the decision of the Court. 

6. Judges chosen as laid down in para
graphs 2, 3, and 4 of this article shall fulfill 
the conditions required by articles 2, 17 
(paragraph 2), 20, and 24 of the present 
statute. They shall take part in the decision 
on terms of complete equality with their 
colleagues. 

ARTICLE 32 

1. Each member of the Court shall receive 
an annual salary. 

2. The president shall receive a special an
nual allowance. 

3. The vice president shall rec'eive a special 
allowance for every day on which ·he acts as 
president. 

4. The judges appointed under article 31. 
other than members of the Court, shall re
ceive indemnities for each day on which they 
exercise their functions. 

5. These salaries, allowances, and indem
nities shall be fixed by the General Assembly 
of the United Nations. They may not be de
creased during the term of oftice. 

6. The salary of the registrar shall be fixed 
by the General Assembly on tha proposal of 
the Court . . 

7. Regulations made by the General As
sembly shall fix the conditions under which 
retiring pensions may be given to members 
of the Court and to the r egistrar, and t he 
conditions under which members of the 
Court and the registrar shall have their 
tnveling expenses refunded. 

8. The above salaries, indemnities, and al
lowances shall be free of all taxation. 

ARTICLE 33 

The expenses of the Court shall be borne 
by the United Nations in such a manner as 
shall be decided by the General Assetnbly . 

CHAPTER II. COMPETENCE OF THE COUET 

ARTICLE 34 

1. Only sta~es or members of the United 
Nations may be parties in cases before the 
Court. 

2. The Court, subject to and in con
formity with its rules, may request of public 
international organizations information 
relevant -to cases before it, and shall receive 
such information presented by such organi
zations on their own initiative. 

3. Whenever the construction of the con
stituent instrument of a public interna
tional organization or of an international 
convention adopted thereunder is in question 
in a case before the Court, the registrar shall 
S" notify the public international organiza
tion concerned and shall communicate to 
it copies of all the written proceedings. 

ARTICLE 35 

1. The Court shall be open to the mem
bers of the United Nations and also to states 
parties to the present statute. 

2. The conditions under which the Court 
shall be open to other states shall, subject 
to the special provisions contained in trea
ties in force, be laid down by the Security 
Council, but in no case shall such conditions 
place the parties in a position of inequality 
before the Court. 

3. When a state which Is not a member of 
the United Nations is a party to a case, the 
Court shall fix the amount which that party 
1s to contribute toward the expenses of the 
Court. This provision shall not apply if 
such state is bearing a share of the expenses 
of the Court. 

ARTICLE 36 

1. The jurisdiction of the Court comprises 
all cases which the parties refer to it and all 
matters specially provided for in the charter 
of the United Nations or in treaties and con
ventions in force. 
· 2. The members of the United Nations and 
the states parties to the present statute may 
at any time declare that they recognize as 
compulsory ipso facto and without special 
agreement, In relation to any other member 
or state accepting the same obligation, the 
jurisdiction of the court in all legal disputes 
concerning : 

(A) The interpretation of a treaty. 
(B) Any question of international law. 
(C) The existence of any fact which, if es

tablished, would constitute a breach of an 
international obligation. 

(D) The nature or extent of the repara
tion to be made for the breach of an inter
national obligation. 

3. The declaration referred to above may be 
made unconditionally or on condition of reci
procity on the part of several or certain mem
bers or states, or for a certain time. 

4. This declaration shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
\Vho shall transmit a copy thereof to the 
parties to the statute and to the registrar o:t 
the Court. 

5. Declarations made under article 36 of" 
the Statute of the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice and which are still in force 
shall be deemed, as between the parties to 
the present statute, to be acceptances of the 



6018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 13 
compulsory jurisdiction of the International 
Court of Justice for the period during which 
they still have to run and in accordance with 
their terms. 

6. In the event of a dispute as to whether 
the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall 
be settled by the decisions of the Court. 

ARTICLE 37 

Whenever a tr\:!aty or convention in force 
between the parties to this statute provides 
for reference of a matter to a tribunal to 
have been instituted by the League of Na
tions, or to the Permanent Court of Interna
tional Justice established by the protocol of 
December 16, 1920, amended September 14, 
1929, the matter shall be referred to the In
ternational Court of Justice. 

ARTICLE 38 

1. The Court, whose function is to decide 
in accordance with international law such 
disputes as are submitt.ed to it, shall apply: 

(A) International conventions, whether 
general or part icular, establishing rules ex
pressly recognized by the contesting states. 

(B) International custom, as evidence of a 
general practice accepted as law. 

(C) The general principles of law recog-
nized by civilized nati.ons. · 

(D) Subject to the provisions of article 59, 
judicial decisions and the teachings of the 
most highly qualified publicists of the vari
ous nations, as subsidiary means for the de
termination of rules of law. 

2. This provision shall not prejudice the 
power of the Court to decide a case ex aequo 
et bono, if the parties agree thereto. 

CHAPTER Ill. PROCEDURE 

ARTICLE 39 

1. The official languages of the Court shall 
be French and English. If the parties agree 
that the case shall be conducted in French, 
the judgment shall be delivered in French. 
If the parties agree that the case shall be 
conducted in English, the judgment shall be 
delivered in English. 

2. In the absence of an agreement as to 
which language shall be employed, each party 
may in the pleadings, use the language 
which it prefers; the decision of French and 
English. In this case the court shall at the 
same time determine which of the two texts 
shall be considered as authoritative. 

3. The Court shall at the request of any 
rarty, authorize a language other than 
F-rench or English to be used by that party. 

ARTICLE 40 

1. Cases are brought before the Court, as 
the case may be, either by the notification of 
the special agreament or by a written appli
cation addressed to the registrar. In either 
case the Hubject of the dispute and the con
testing parties shall be indicated. 
· 2. The registrar shall forthwith communi
cat e the application to all concerned. 

3. He shall also notify the members of the 
United Nations through the secretary-general 
and also any states entitled to appear before 
the Court. 

ARTICLE 41 

1. The Court shall have the power to indi
cat e, if it cons!.ders that circumstances so re
quire, any provisional measures which ought 
to be taken to preserve the respective rights 
of either party. 

2. Pending the final decision, notice of the 
measures · suggested ~hall be forthwith be 
given to the :r;arties and the Security Council. 

ARTICLE 42 

1. The parties shall be represented by 
agents. 

2. They may have the assistance of coun
sel or advocates before the Court. 

3. The agents and counsel of parties before 
the Court shall enjoy the privileges and im
muniti€s necessary to. the independent exer
cise .of tb.eir duties. 

ARTICLE 43 

1. The procedure shall consist of two parts: 
written and oral. 

2. The written proceedings shall consist of 
the communication to the Court and to the 
parties of memorials, counter-memorials and, 
if necessary, replies; also all papers and docu
ments in support. 

3. These communications shall be made 
through the registrar, in the order and within 
the time fixed by the Court. 

4. A certified copy of every document pro
duced by one party shall be communicated to 
the other party. 

5. The oral proceedings ~hall consist of the 
hearing by the Court of witnesses, expert, 
agents, counsel, and advocates. 

ARTICLE 44 

1. For the service of all notices upon per~ 
sons other than the agents, counsel, and ad
vocates, the Court shall apply direct to the 
government of the state upon whose territory 
the notice has to be served. 

2. The same provision shall apply when
ever steps ::.re to be taken to procure evi
dence on the spot. 

ARTICLE 45 

The hearing shall be under the contro'l of 
the president or, if he iS unable to preside, 
of the vice president; if neither is able to 
preside, the senior judge present shall 
preside. 

ARTICLE 46 

The hearing in Court shall be public, un
less the Court shall decide otherwise, or 
unless the parties demand that the public be 
not admitted. 

ARTICLE 47 

1. Minutes shall be made at each hearing 
and signed by the registrar and the presi
dent. 

2. These minutes alone shall be authentic. 
ARTICLE 48 

The Court shall make orders for the con
duct of the case, shall decide the form and 
time in which each party must conclude its 
arguments, and make all arrangements con
nected with the taking of evidence. 

ARTICLE 49 

The Court may, even before the hearing 
begins, call upon the agents to produce any 
document · or to supply any explanations. 
Formal ·notice shall be taken of any refusal. 

ARTICLE 50 

The Court may, at any time, entrust any 
individual, body, bureau, commission, or 
other organization that it may select with 
the task of carrying out an inquiry or giv
ing an expert opinion. 

ARTICLE 51 

During the hearing any relevant questions . 
are to be put to the witnesses and experts 
under the conditions laid down by the Court 
in the rules of procedure referred to in 
article 30. 

ARTICLE 52 

After the Court has received the proofs 
and evidence within the time specified for 
the purpose, it may refuse to accept any. 
further oral or written evidence that one 
party may desire to present unless the other 

, side consents. 
ARTICLE 53 

1. Whenever one of the parties does not 
appear before the Court, or fails to defend 
his case, the other party may call upon the 
Court to decide in favor of his claim. 

2. The Court must, before doing so, satisfy 
itself, not only that it has jurisdiction in 
accordance wit h articles 36 and 37 but also 
that the claim is well founded in fact and 
law. 

ARTICLE 54 

1. When, subject to the control of the 
Ccurt, the agents, advocates, and counsel 

have completed their presentation of the 
case, the president shall declare the hearing 
closed. 

2. The Court shall withdraw to consider 
the judgment. 

3. The deliberations of the Court shall 
take place in private and remain secret. 

ARTICLE 55 

1. All questions shall be decided by a ma
jority of the judges present. 

2. In the event of an equality of votes, 
the president or the judge who acts in his 
place shall have a casting vote. 

ARTICLE 56 

1. The judgment shall state the reasons 
on which it is based. 

2. It shall contain the names of the judges 
who have taken part in the decision. 

ARTICLE 57 

If the judgment does not represent in whole 
or in part the unanimous opinion of the 
judges, any judge shall be entitled to deliver 
a separate opinion. 

ARTICLE 58 

The judgment shall be signed by the Presi
dent and by the registrar. It shall be read in 
open court, due notice having been given to 
t~e agents. 

ARTICLE 59 

The decision of the Court has no binding 
force except between the parties and in re
spect of that particular case. 

ARTICLE 60 

The judgment is final and without appeal. 
In the event of dispute as to the meaning or 
scope of the judgment, the Court shall con
str'Qe it upon the _ request of any party. 

ARTICLE 61 

1. An application for revision of a judg
ment may be made only when it is based upon 
the discovery of some fact of such a nature 
as to be a decisive factor, which fact was, 
when the judgment was given, unknown to 
the Court and also to the party claiming re
vision, always provided that such ignorance 
was not due to negligence. 

2. The proceedings for revision shall be 
opened by a judgment of the Court expressly 
recording the existence of the new fact, rec
ognizing that it has such a character as to 

· lay the case open to revision, and declaring 
~he application admissible on this ground. 

3. The Court may require previous com
pliance with the terms of the judgment be
for it admits proceedings in revision. 

4. The application for revision must be 
made at latest within 6 months of the dis
covery of the new fact. 

5. No application for revision may be made 
after the lapse of 10 years from the date of 
the judgment. 

ARTICLE 62 

1. Should a state consider that it has an 
interest of a legal nature which may be af
fected by the decision in the case, it may 
submit a request to the Court to be per
mitted to intervene. 

2. It shall be for the Court to decide upon 
this request .. 

ARTICLE 63 

1. Whenever the construction of a conven
tion to which states other than those con
cerned in the case are parties is in question, 
the registrar shall notify all such states forth-
w~. . 

2. Every state so notified has the right to 
intervene in the proceedings; but if it uses 
.this right, the construction given by the 
judgment will be equally binding upon it. 

3. Unless otherwise decided by the Court, 
each party shall bear its own costs. 

CHAPTER IV. ADVISORY OPINIONS 

ARTICLE 64 

1. The Court may give a1;1 advisory opinion 
on any legal question at the request of what-
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ever body may be authorized by or in .ac
cm·dance with the charter of the United Na
tions to make such a request. 

2. Questions upon which the advisory 
opinion of the Court is asked shall be laid 
before the Court by means of a written re
quest which shall contain an exact state
ment of the question upon which an opinion 
is required, and shall be accompanied by all 
documents likely to throw light upon the 
question. 

ARTICLE 66 

1. The registrar shall forthwith give notice 
of the request for an advisory opinion to the 
members of the United Nations, through the 
Secretary-General of the United Nations, 
and to any states entitled to appear before 
the Court. · 

2. The registrar shall also, by means of a 
special and direct communication, notify any 
member of the United Nations or state en
titled to appear before the Court or interna
tional organization considered by th"l Court 
(or, should it not be sitting, by the president) 
as likely to be able to furnish information 
on the question, that the Court will be pre
pared to receive, within a time limit to be 
fixed by the president, written statements, 
or to hear at a public sitting to be held for 
the purpose, oral statements relating to the 
question. 

3 . Should any ·member of the United Na
tions or state ent:.tled to appear before the 
Court h a ve failed to receive the special com
munication referred to in paragraph 2 of 
this article, such member or state may ex-: 
p ress a desire to submit a written statement 
or to be heard; and the Court will decide. 

4. Members, states, and organizations hav
ing presented written or oral statements or 
both shall be permitted to comment on the 
statements made by other members, states, 
or organizations in the form, to the extent, 
and wit hin the time limits which the Court, 
or, should it not be sitting, the president, 
shall decide in each particular case. Accord
ingly the registrar shall in due time com
municate any such written statements to 
members, states, and organizations having 
submitted similar statements. 

ARTICLE 67 

The Court shall deliver its advisory opinions 
in open court, notice having been given to 
the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
and to the representatives of members of the 
United Nations of states and of international 
organizations immediately concerned. 

ARTICLE 68 

In the exercise of its advisory functions the 
Court shaU further be guided by the pro
visions of the present statute which apply in 
contentious cases to the extent to which it 
recognizes them to be applicable. 

CHAPTER V. AMENDMENT 

ARTICLE 69 

The framing and bring into force of amend
m ents to the present statute shall be effected 
by the same procedure as is provided by the 
charter of the United Nations for amend
ments to that charter, subject, however, to 
·any provisions which the General Assembly 
may adopt concerning the participation ·of 
states parties to the statute, but not members 
of the United Nations. 

ARTICLE 70 

The Court shall have power to propose such 
amendments to the present statute as it may 
deem necessary, through written communi
cations to the Secretary-General of the 
United Nations, for their consideration con
formably with the provisions of the preceding 
article. 

EXTENSION OF TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 3240) to extend the 
authority of the President under section 

350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
submit an amendment to H. R. 3240, now 
pending, which I ask to have printed and 
lie on the table. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
amendment will be received, printed, and 
lie on the table. · 

Mr. BILBO obtained the floor. 
Mr. SMITH. Mr. President-
Mr. BILBO. I yield to the Senator 

from New Jersey. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will . 

the Senator from New Jersey yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. I suggest the absence 

of a quorum. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Briggs 
Brooks 
Buck 
Burton 
Bushfield 
Butler 
Capper 
Chavez · 
Donnell 
Downey 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gerry 

Green 
Guffey 
Hart 
H::ttch 
Hay<ien 
Hill 
Hoey 
Johnson, Calif. 
Johnsen, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McKellar 
Magnuson 
Mead 
Millikin 
Mitchell 
Moore 
:r.1orse 
Murdock 
Murray 

Myers 
O'Daniel 
O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Papper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Robertson 
Sal tons tall 
Shipstead 
Smith 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wherry 
Whit e 
Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena
tor from Virginia [Mr. GLASS] and the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. ScRUGHAM] 
are absent because of illness. 

<J;he Senator from Florida [Mr. AN
DREWS] and the Senator from North 
Carplina [Mr. BAILEY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EAST
LAND J, the Senator fr:om South Carolina 
[Mr. MAYBANKJ, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. Russi'LL], and the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. STEWART] 
are absent in Europe visiting battlefields. 

The Senator from Texas [Mr. CoN
NALLY] is absent on official business as a 
delegate to the International Conference 
in San Francisco. 

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
KILGORE] is absent because of a death in 
his family. · 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McMAHoN], the Senator from Idaho [Mr. 
TAYLOR], and the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. TYDINGS] are absent on public 
business. 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Mc
FARLAND] and the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. WHEELER] are absent in Europe on 
official business for the Interstate Com
merce Committee. 

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from In
diana [Mr. CAPEHART] is necessarily ab
sent on official business. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. CoR
DON] is absent on official business of the 
Committee on Public Lands and Surveys. 

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
GURNEY] and the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. REVERCOMB] are absent on 
official business of the Senate as mem
bers of a subcommittee of the Senate. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
HAWKES] is abse9t on official business by 
leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. THOMAS] 
is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN
DENBERG J is absent on official business as 
a delegate to the International Confer
ence at San Francisco. 

The Senator from Indiana~ [Mr. WIL
LIS] is necessarily absent by leave of the 
Senate. ' 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Six
ty-nine Senators having answered to 
their names, a quorum is pre&,ent. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I desire 
to address the Senate on the pending bill 
providing for extension of the- Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act. 

It is my considered judgment that the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act should 
be extended for the immediate future. 
The question of the extension of the act . 
is tied up with our postwar foreign pol
icy and I find myself compelled, there
fore, to think of San Francisco, the Bret
ton Woods monetary proposals, the re
ciprocal-trade program and other similar 
international matters as all in the same 
category. 

The postwar situation is one that de
mands new vision and new perspective. 
We must really start from ~cratch. We 
must think in terms of the future peace 
of the world and of contributing our 
strength and our vision to the setting up 
of international relationships which will 
lead to the peaceful and judicial settle
ment of international disputes and dif
ferences. This must not be a part isan 
approach. It is an all-American prob
lem. 

Mr. President, I want to emphasize my 
conviction that in discussing this matter 
we must set aside partisanship. 

In this connection, I like to think of 
the difference between what we see 
through a telescope and a microscope. 
With a telescope . we can g.et a distant 
view of the heig·hts that we hope some 
day to attain. With a microscope; as 
important as it is to increase our knowl
edge and make us thinl{ accurately, we 
enlarge tiny things which may unfor
tunately look so large that we may be 
diverted from our ultimate objective. 

I would not be true to my own deepest 
convictions or to my responsibility to my 
constituency if I did not keep ever in 
front of me the long view through the 
telescope. At this vital hour in our his
tory, the short-range microscopic anal
ysis is not adequate. 

Most of my colleagues already know of 
my keen interest in these world ques
tions. My campaign last fall was built 
largely around my conviction that our 
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country must accept its share of respon· 
sibHity for the setting up and supporting 
of a world organization to preserve th~ 
peace. But before my election and since, 
I have considered it a responsibility and 
a privilege to present to the people of 
New Jersey and other audiences the im· 
plications of the world situation and, as 
I saw it, the international responsibility 
and opportunity of our own country. 

In the United States ws have witnessed 
the amazing evolution of a great na· 
tiona! conviction that the road ahead for 
America is the acceptance of our share of 
responsibility for the future peace. 

In my talks and participation in open 
forums on this subject, I have endeavored 
to point out that there have beem sue· 
cessive milestones on this road to peace, 
and among those milestones I have indi· 
cated first the progress of our Republi· 
can Party at the meetings of the national 
committee in 1942, the Mackinac Confer· 
ence of 1943, and t.he national convention 
of 1944. I have pointed out also the more 
important bipartisan action taken by the 
House and Senate in the respective Ful· 
bright and Connally resolutions and the 
particularly important milestone set up 
by the administration by Secretary Hull's 
able handling of the Moscow Conference 
in the fall of 1943, the Teheran and Cairo 
Conferences, the Dumbarton Oaks dis· 
cussions in the late summer of 1944, the 
Yalta and Mexican Conferences of 1945 
and now the San Francisco Conference. 

This succession of events must be 
looked upon, as I suggested before, as 
milestones on the road to peace. If we 
look upon them as milestone on a road 
that we are traveling and bear in mind 
t.hat no one of these milestones is a final 
destination, we can get the right perspec. 
tive of the entire movement. This per· 
sp.ective, this vision, will make us realize 
that what we are seeking is not final per· 
f€ction this early in our gropings for a 
new world, but rather progress. Yalta 
was a very distinct milestone in this prog. 
ress, with all its limitations and with 
all its subsequent misunderstandings. 
There are real difficulties at San Fran· 
cisco and there will be more before that 
Conference comes to an end, but I pre· 
diet without fear of contradiction that 
San Francisco will be another and sig· 
nificant milestone and will take us far 
pJong the road. Let us not expect per· . 
fection, but let us expect progress and 
let us rejoice when that progress is made. 
A!ld let us ever have the courage to blaze 
new trails. 

II 

Presently the Ch~.rter of San Francisco 
will be brcught back to the Senate for 
ratification by the required two-thirds 
vote. The most effective attack that can 
be made on that treaty 1 will be made by 
these \Vho will point out this difficulty, 
that difficulty and the other difficulty, 
ai1d v;ho may maintain that, with these 
difficulties, the treaty is imperfect and 
therefore should not be ratified. Or, in 
the alternative, reservations may be de· 
manded which by their very nature may 
prevent acceptance by the other partici· 
pating nations. 

We will have the voting issue, the veto 
issue, the Polish issue, the trusteeship is· 
su?, and other issues that will rightly be· 

long to the peace conference, and these 
issues may lead us off our road and blind 
us to our fundamental responsibility to 
·continue to move· ahead in the direction 
in which we have been moving-the set· 
ting up of continual milestones on the 
road to peace and security. 

San Francisco then is vitally impor· 
tant. And I have full confidence in those 
who are representing us there. As a 
member of the United States Senate, I 
feel our attitude in considering the treaty 
soon coming to us for ratification, must 
be both positive and constructive. This 
does not mean that we should not ex· 
amine that treaty with the greatest care. 
That is our_ responsibility. That is the 
kind of microscopic study that is most 
important, but it must not take us off 
the road. Our whole approach to the de
bate must be with the telescopic end in 
view that we will ratify. Anything less 
than ratification by the United States of 
Ame:rica would let down the whole woi'ld 
at this time of its travail and anxiety. 

III 

And so I want to go on record person
ally before my colleagues as supporting 
this primary political step in our Progress. 
And in the same spirit in which I ap
proach this decision, I want to approach 
the issue of international economic col
laboration as an issue which is only sec· 
ond in importance to political collabora· 
tion. In this category we find the re
ciprocal trade agreements program and 
the Bretton Woods proposals. These 
procedures, as I see them, are additional 
milestones on the road to peace. On an
other occasion l plan to discuss the Bret .. 
ton Woods proposals in a similar spirit, 
but today I wish to devote my attention to 
the reciprocal-trade agreements. 

And let me suggest here that, as in the 
case of the San Francisco political pro.;, 
posals, it will be most unfortunate if 
partisanship enters into our discussions 
of these economic proposals. If we need 
political collaboration to preserve the 
future peace of the world, I am beginning 
to see from my studies that we will need 
economic und€rstandings, if we are to 
lay the foundation for preventing the 
causes of future wars. This must have 
nothing to do with Republican or Demo
cratic party policies. Everything having 
to do with our foreign affairs must be 
American and not partisan. 

IV 

Now, let us consider the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements, and immediately set 
our thinking straight on one important 
point. This must not be a debate on 
high-tariff protection versus free trade, 
as most of my correspondents seem to 
think it is. I am not a free trader. I 
believe in scientific tariff protection. At 
the same time, I am an ardent supporter 
of the principle of tariff making involved 
in the trade agreement method, as . op. 
posed to the unilateral, tariff schedule 
making by Congressional logrolling. So 
let us first of all turn our telescope on 
the over-all objectives and the principle 
of agreement versus unilateral action. 

The issue on this point is How do we 
want our trade relations with other na
tions determined? How can we most 
effectively protect and strengthen legiti .. 

mate American business and develop a 
sound all-around economy? After care
ful study of the entire situation, and 
especially the challenge of the postwar 
world, my conclusion is that the trade
agreement method of mutual benefit is 
the sound approach. And let me state 
right here that I am not satisfied with 
the machinery of the present method of 
preparing these agreements. The "most
favored-nation" clause has dangerous 
possibilities. We need a better under
standing of the. multilateral principle as 
opposed to the bilateral. I want to see 
what comes out of San Francisco along 
the lines of the Economic and Social 
Council proposed at Dumbarton Oaks. I 
believe there are great possibilities in the 
handling ·of international trade agree
ments through some form of Economic 
Union. We are. groping for light, but 
I do not see how that light can come 
from our traditional, unilateral, high
tariff policy. Like begets like. Our 
movement back to unilateral protection 
undoubtedly would immediately throw 
the rest of the world into tariffs, quotas, 
embargoes and other barriers to world 
trade. This, as I see it, would mean iso
lationism, economic chaos and the threat 
of World War III. No-we must very 
definitely continue the principle of the 
trade agreements. 

v 

What we are facing is a fundamental 
decision that the United States must 
m"ake and must make soon. Until that 
decision is made, we shall be in a "fog" 
with regard to such questions as our 
tariff policy and the international mone
tary-sta-bilization policy. That decision 
is whether in the postwar- period we do 
or do not favor a world-wide expansion 
of international trade in which we will 
be an active participant. Do we propose 
to expand our exports at a time when 
there will be a world-wide immediate 
demand for our production, and espe. 
cially for the so-called durable goods
manufacturing machinery and other 
tools \Vith which to produce? If our 
policy is exi:>ansion of export trade, how 
can we best lay the foundation for it 
in our foreign trade relations? Do we 
propose to make use of our greatly ex
panded merchant marine in the develop
ment of our overseas trade? 

In my contacts and correspondence, I 
have · encountered two different view
points-one opposed to and one strongly 
favoring the expansion of our foreign 
trade. I have sincerely tried to ascer
tain the views of my constituents, and 
I have discovered in my own State of 
New Jersey a genuine and understand
able fear by some of our most important 
industries that any lowering of the tariff 
which may be contemplated by the Trade 
Agreements Act might cripple or even 
destroy those industries. 

The general argument of this opposi
tion is that the United States is the 
greatest market in the world, and that 
our first objective should be to l{eep this 
market for our American producers and 
not risk the influx of foreign goods made 
by cheap labor by opening our doors to 
importations. While this group, of 
course, believes in the development of 
our American export trade, it would lim:t 
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exports to the extent of paying for the 
lmportation of raw materials and manu
factured goods which we do not our
selves produce. This group points out 
that our foreign trade has heretofore 
only been a small percentage of our total 
national production, and prior to the war 
approximated an income of about three 
to four billion dollars only, out of a na
tional prewar income of upwards of 
$80,000,000,000. This group favors the 
return to our traditional tariff policy, 
and consequently opposes the extension 
of the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, 
with its movement toward freer trade. 

My other correspondents, who favor 
expanding our foreign· trade, are those 
who, as might be expected, are engaged 
1n the export trade. But also there is in
sistent support for an expanding world 
trade by those who are demanding that 
no stone shall be left unturned to bring 
about the full collaboration of the United 
States in the over-all economic and polit
ical program to preserve the future 
peace. This group favors trade expan
sion, because it feels that trade expan
sion helps international understanding. 
Furthermore, this group insists that we 
must expand our exports in light of our 
enormous productive capacitY, if we are 

fo find employment for all our people .. It 
ooks forward to a national, annual m

come of upward of $125,000,000,000,' and 
an increase of our foreign export busi
ness from the prewar three or four bil
lion dollars to ten or twelve billion dol
lars. It favors a carefully administered 
adjustment of our tariffs to enable for
eign - countries -to pay 'in goods-they 
have relatively little gold-for the ex
ports they buy from us. Consequently it 
favors reciprocal trade agreements, un
der which both parties benefit, as dis
tinguished from unilateral tariff sched
ules. This group favors the extension of 
carefully guarded credits to . help other 
nations help themselves, and thus to ex
pand world-wide production and the 
world-wide raising of living standards. 
It looks upon the basic principles of the 
Bretton Woods proposals as essential. 

This gr.oup insists that the expansion 
of world-wide production and world
wide trade gives the best promise of en
during world peace. 

The United States must decide and 
must decide promptly whether it is to 
take this road of international trade ex
pansion, or the road of international 
trade contraction. This is a decision 
which will profoundly affect our future 
and the future of the world. 

VI 

After careful deliberation of all these 
issues, and conferences and correspond- . 
ence with those in a position to under
stand the economic implications, it is my 
own conviction that the road of trade ex
pansion is the road the United States 
should take. And that road can be most 
effectively taken if we continue the use 
of trade agreements in our trade rela
tions. 

Since I came to my own conclusions 
in this matter I have been encouraged 
and fortified in the soundness of this 
position by the action of many outstand
ing groups. I need cite only a few, but 
they are significant: The United States 

Chamber of Commerce, Committee for 
Economic Development, Committee on 
International Economic Policy, Carnegie 
Endowment for International Peace, ex
ecutives of both the-American Federation 
of Labor, and the Congress of Industrial 
Organizations. 

Believing that postwar world-trade ex
pansion is the ·road the United States 
should take, I hope to see set up at San 
Francisco an Economic Council, as sug
gested in tlie Dumbarton Oaks proposals, 
which will explore this whole matter of 
international trade and will develop a 
program on which the participating na
tions can get together, having in mind, 
of course, the protection of their own 
respective internal situations. I also 
look forward ultimately to the develop
ment of an economic union which will 
be built along the lines of mUltilateral 
rather than merely bilateral trade agree-

- ments. In other words, I hope to see a 
prompt expansion of the trade-agree
ment principle by United Nations action. 

VII 

What will this do to my constituents · 
in New Jersey? New Jersey is an indus
trial State-what might heretofore have 
been called a high-.tariff State. I have 
heard from several industries, which are 
fearful of and opposed to the trade
agreement procedure: textiles, glass and 
china, chemicals, wire and cable, non
ferrous metals, leather, the pencil in
dustry, and others. 

Certainly these industries are of first 
importance and their interests must be 
carefully considered in any future trade 
policy which the United States may 
adopt. -

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, the 

Committee on Banking and Currency 
held a rathq late session today. I was 
unable to be present in the Chamber in 
answer to the quorum call. I should like 
to have my presence in the Chamber now 
recorded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HoEY 
in the chair) . The RECORD will so show. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, I make 
the same request on behalf of the Sena
tor from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] and myself. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. P;resident, I 
should like to be included in the same 
group. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
RECORD will show the presence of the 
Senators named. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I want to 
say to those industries in New Jersey, and 
to industries in other parts of th~ coun
try, that, in my judgment, their interests 
can be better looked after by us, their 
Representatives here in Congress, under 
the reciprocal trade-agreements proce
dure than they could be under the old 
unilateral-tariff-schedule method. We 
will continue, of course, to have the battle 
between high- and low-tariff advocates, 
but I believe that can be carried on more 
effectively with the assistance of an ex
pert tariff commission working with our 
State Department and the other depart
ments now included in trade-agree
ment negotiations, than it could under 

the _ old "you tickle me-I'll tic~le you'' 
formula. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SMITH. Yes; ! ·am glad to yield. 
Mr . . BUSHFIELD. Did I correctly 

understand the Senator to indicate by 
his remarks a moment ago that he favors 
the approval by the Congress of these 
trade agreements? 

Mr. SMITH. I did not indicate that. 
but I have no great quarrel with the 
principle of having the agreements ulti
mately approved by Congress when we 
have revised the procedure. I have no 
quarrel with the application of that 
principle if it does not too greatly com
plicate the situation. However, I am not 
in favor of it now. I think we have an 
immediate task to do, and I think it will 
only complicate the pidure if we bring 
that element into it. 

Yesterday I listened with great inter
est to the distinguished senior Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] and I 
am very much interested in the consti
tutional question which he· raises. But 
personally I hope we do not go into that 
phase of the matter, because I think we 
are now facing an emergency situation. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. With regard to the ap

proval of trade agreements by the Con-. 
gress, is the Senator familiar with the 
number of trade treaties which have been 
approved by the Congress since the 
United States became a Nation? 

Mr. SMITH. No; I do not think I have 
the figures in mind. 

Mr. AIKEN. If I recall correctly, trade 
treaties of the nature which are obviously 
referred to have been approved by the 
Congress only three times. I am not sure 
of the exact number, and that is why I 
am asking for information. But, if I re
call correctly, only three times have trade 
treaties of the nature now being dis
cussed, which have been submitted to the 
Congress, been approved by the Con
gress. It is obvious that in treaties where 
50 or 100 different articles might be in
volved, every group affected would bring 
1ts lobbies and pressure groups down on 
the Congress. If my mformation is cor
rect, only about once in -50 years is it 
possible to get one of those agreements 
approved by the Congress. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator has stated very well 
my feeling that now, with the situation 
in which we find ourselves, we must trust 
to the Executive the handling of these 
matters, and not complicate the situation 
by insisting upon congressional approval, 
for the very reason the Senator has 
stated, namely, that there would be a 
return to the old logrolling system which 
prevailed heretofore when Congress un
dertoolc to write tariff schedules. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator said 

he was impressed by the constitutional 
argument. He does not really feel that 
there is anything unconstitutional about 
the operation of the trade-agreement 
system, does he? 
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Mr. SMITH. No; I do not think so. I 

think the trade-agreement procedure 
can be operated properly within our 
constitutional system, and I am confident 
that important authorities have passed 
on that point. 

Mr. President, I have examined my 
correspondence with care, and in no in
stance do I find evidence offered to show 
that any specific industry has been seri
ously injured by any reciprocal trade 
agreements heretofore written. I have 
1·eceived long and extended briefs and 
arguments indicating what may happen 
under certain assumed circumstances, 
but, as I said above, there has been no 
statem,~nt of any case that I recall where 
actual damage is alleged. I am advised 
that in certain industries in the United 
States a real injury has been suffered by 
existing trade agreements. I refer to the 
zinc industry, the lead industry, the 
watchmaking industry, and, as some 
claim, the cattle industry. There are, 
doubtless, others where there has been 
actual injury and which may have 
offered their evidence at the various 
hearings before the Congress, which I 
have not had the opportunity yet to ex
plore. The point which I wish to empha
size, however, is that practically all the 
arguments turn on the old protection 
versus free-trade debate, rather than on 
any definite showing of harm actually 
·done. And certainly where injury may 
have resulted, it can be more easily 
1·emedied under the trade-agreement 
procedure than under the old tariff
making formula. 

I do not admit for a moment that we 
cannot have injuries remedied by deal
ing with the departments that are han
dling these agreements. The agreements 
are written for only 3 years, and we are 
feeling our way. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Sel;lator yield? 

Nrr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. Along the lines on which 

the Senator is now speaking, we have in 
documentary form the word of the Presi
dent of the United States that under his 
jurisdiction as President, during his term 
of office, no such injury will accrue to 
American business. I suppose the Sen
ator was aware of that. 

Mr. SMITH. I was; but I thank the 
Senator for stating it for the RECORD. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Of course, if that argu

ment were carried to an extreme it would 
authorize the approval by Congress of 
every conceivable measure which au
thorized the delegation of power. A fun
damental principle of mine, and I think 
of most Senators, is that the authority 
of Congress shall not be delegated. The 
theory that delegated authority will not 
be improperly used, if we subscribe to it, 
is an argument, if at all, which destroys 
any value of our effort to lay down stand
ards and to prescribe rules by which the 
Executive action shall be determined. 
· Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
' Mr. TOBEY. With the permission of 
the Senator from New Jersey, I address 
my question to the Senator from Ohio. 

Is it not a fact that during the last 7 
years of the dire emergency which has 
existed throughout the world, he and 
most of the rest of us who have been 
working during this period have joined 
in the delegation of power and have had 
a satisfaction in doing so? 

Mr. TAFT. I will say in answer to the 
Senator that I never had a satisfaction 
in doing so. 

Mr. TOBEY. Then the Senator did it 
in dissatisfaction; did he? 

Mr. TAFT. I have only done it with 
reference to the armed forces of the 
United States engaged in the war. I 
have opposed every delegation of author
ity for emergency purposes or other pur
poses in connection with which Congress 
does not lay down an express standard 
to govern the Executive authority. The 
argument that we are perfectly safe be
cause the President says, "I will not use 
these powers; I will not do anything 
wicked under this bill," certainly is ut
terly unsound, and is contrary to every 
principle of the Democratic Party, of the 
Republican Party, and of constitutional 
government. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey permit me to 
make a further statement, speaking now 
to my. friend the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. I have the highest re

gard for the Senator from Ohio, as he 
knows. I should like to cite again, in 
connection with this discussion, a quota
tion to which I have referred a numbe~. 
of times. It could well be quoted a thou
sand times, and even that would not be 
too much. It applies to reciprocal trade 
agreements; it applies to the Bretton 
Woods agreement; it applies to the OPA; 
it applies to many other things. Here 
it is. I am not saying it; Lincoln is say
ing it: 

The dogmas of the quiet past are inade
quate to the stormy present. .As our case is 
new, we must think anew and act anew, fel
low citizens, we cannot escape history. 

Laugh that of!, if you will. 
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from New Jersey further yield 
to me? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Let me say in response to 

the quotation cited by the Senator from 
New Hampshire that certainly there is 
nothing quiet about the present; I agree 
with the Senator about that, I am sure. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. · I assume that the 

cnaracterization of "dogmas," as applied 
by Abraham Lincoln, would be equally 
applicable to any proposition which 
might be reported on this :fioor. I do 
not believe it defines our situation at all. 
Under that, Hitler, Stalin, and anyone 
else could find full authority for anything 
they proposed to do, simply because 
times have changed. They certainly 
have changed, Mr. President. · 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from New Jersey permit me to 
speak again for a moment? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. The Senator from Maine 

has referred to history, but that is not 

all which must be considered in this case. 
What he fails to recognize is the great 
principle-we do not like to consider it, 
but we have to-that the world is, today, 
in a state of chaos, and the alternative 
to doing something is doing nothing. I 
will not be a party to doing nothing. We 
must do something now. We must wake 
up, wipe the dust from our eyes, and see 
that the world is dying, and do some
thing to relieve the strain. I will not be 
a party to inaction. · 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from New Jersey further 
yield to me? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Let me say that 

since all the Senator from New Hamp
shire advocates is change, will he agree 
to any proposal which is advanced? 

Mr. TOBEY. If the Senator from New 
Jersey will permit me to reply, let me say 
that, ergo, the Senator from New Hamp
shire is not a fool-a description he 
might deserve if he for a moment advo
cated a change only-and he trusts that 
the Senator from Maine does not really 
think the Senator from New Hampshire 
would agree to any change which might 
be advocated, merely because it would be 
a change. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is the only 
thing they are doing so far. 

Mr. TOBEY. Oh, no. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Well, that is the 

only thing that Abraham Lincoln said. 
Mr. TOBEY. Oh, no; it is not, either. 

Lincoln said: 
As our case is .new, we must think anew 

and act anew. 

Mr. BREWSTER. What does that 
prove? 

Mr. TOBEY. It proves that we must 
think anew, and we may have to leave 
behind some of the old moorings, if 
necessary, in crder to r~construct a 
stricken world. It is no time for a static 
mind. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the Senator 
recall what Abraham Lincoln said about 
the tariff? It seems to me that we 
should consider what he said with regard 
to the subject we are now considering. I 
think he said that the protective tariff 
was the only protection of the American 
worldngman. That was his formula in 
that day, and I think it is equally appli
cabfe today. 

Mr. TOBEY. Let me ask the Senator 
whether, with his ability, he would think 
for a moment that if Abraham Lincoln 
were living today he would be against the 
extension of the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act, or whether he would take a 
world-wide view of the matter. 

Mr. BREWSTER~ I certainly cannot 
tmdertake to say what Abraham Lincoln 
would say or do as of today. I can only 
quote what he said in his day. I think 
the quotation from Abraham Lincoln, 
cited by the Senator from New Hamp
shire, to the effect that he said we must 
face new conditions with new solutions, 
does not prove that reciprocal tariffs are 
the solution of all our economic ills. 

Mr. TOBEY. No; but we are earnestly 
seeking a solution of the ills we now suf
fer, and we cannot close our eyes to the 
fact that it is a new situation of a most 
serious nature, of world-wide dimensions, 
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and, -in my opinion, it calls for new re
medial efforts. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from New Jersey will permit 
me to make a further remark, I should 
like to say that I think we should keep 
our eyes open with regard to the solu· 
tion which is indicated rather than 
blindly follow the dogmas of the past. 

Mr. TOBEY. No one has suggested 
that for a moment. The Senator from 
Maine is attributing to me something I 
never would recommend. I pay tribute 
to the histrionic talent of the Senator; 
and, Mr. President, I now take myself 
out of the discussion. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I am 
afraid I started something. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. I agree with the Senator 

from· New Jersey that ordinarily we 
should not be selfish about these matters, 
and I think the President of the United 
States could, perhaps, effectuate these 
trade agreements quicker than we could; 
but when the security of one's home and 
State is concerned, one cannot help but 
be concerned for himself. I have in mind 
my own State, which is practically an 
agricultural State. Overnight the Presi· 
dent could reduce the tariff on wheat, 
hogs, sheep, and butterfat, and we would 
be ruined. We woUld have to move out 
of the State. I can see how such a thing 
could happen under a different Presi
dent. I am wondering if it is wise to 
'delegate such powers as would be dele
gated under this bill. 

Mr. SMITH. I am aware of the diffi
culty which faces the Senator from North 
Dakota. I have the same difficulty in my 
own State, which is an industrial State. 
However, it ·seems to me that the course 
which has been proposed is the proper 
one to take, as I shall try to point out. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to sug· 

gest that President Truman's assurance 
is an argument against the expansion of 
the present· power. An import which 
does not do harm to this country should 
be on the free list. It should not be a 
subject of a reciprocal trade agreement. 
Any article which is properly the sub
ject of a reciprocal trade agreement is 
bound to harm some 4merican industry. 
So, when the President tells us that he 
will eniploy reciprocal trade agreements 
in a way which will not injure any in· 
dustry in this country,· either he is giv· 
ing us an assurance which he cannot 
make good in practice, or else he is tell
ing us that he will cover by reciprocal 
trade agreements articles which should 
be on the free list. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator for 
his observation. 

vm 
I am convinced, therefore, that the 

United States can enter into the recip
rocal trade-agreement program with 
safety. Our position is entirely different 
from what it was prior to World War I. 
During World War I we moved from a' 
debtor position to a creditcfr position in 
world affairs. With this creditor posi
tion, and now with the confused after•. 

math of World War II, we are challenged 
with a completely new situation which, 
as I said earlier in my address, we must 
approach from scratch. The adoption 
of the program proposed for trade ex
pansion undoubtedly will move us in the 
direction of lower tariffs, and it is pos
sible of course that this will present a 
situation where the over-all good of all of 
our people may call for temporary hard
ships for a few. But these hardships, I 
believe, are far less than appear from a 
superficial study of the situation. As I 
said previously, the letters that I have 
received express fear of what may hap
pen, rather than what actually has hap
pened. 

Furthermore, I have every confidence 
in our American ability to meet com
petition anywhere in the world or here 
at home. We know the methods and 
skills of mass production with .conse
quent low-unit cost better than any 
other nation in the world. 

Mr. BUSHFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BUSHFIELD. Trade agreements 

have been in effect since 1934, as i re· 
call. Therefore, there has been a spe
cific purpose of expanding and enlarging 
our exports. Yet, during the period of 
time to which I have referred, agricul
tural exports decreased 50 percent. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator for 
his ob~ervation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I noted the Sena

tor's reference to our moving from a 
debtor to a creditor position. His state
ment is similar to that which is made 
very frequently in discussions on this 
subject. It is said that we are now the 
greatest creditor nation of the world. 
I wonder to what extent" the Senator has 
explored the basi~ of that apparent as
sumption. 

Mr. SMITH. I think the over-all pic
ture of our credits and debits warrants us 

· in believing that we are a creditor na
tion. Of course, lend-lease is in the pic
ture. We must consider that fact. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does the Senator 
assume that we should consider lend
lease as being a credit abroad? 

Mr. SMITH. I do not think we should 
consider it too extensively as being a 
credit, because a great deal of it will not 
be paid back. We are, however, in the 
reverse position of that which we .were 
in prior to the First World War when 
we were definitely a debtor_ nation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Our supply of gold 
has been steadily shrinking. As a result 
of the operations of lend-lease we have 
furnished approximately from $35,000,-
000,000 to $40,000,000,000 to foreign 
countries, and I do not believe we can 
expect to get back any material por
tion of the money. Meanwhile we have 
obligated ourselves to foreign countries 
for the materials which we have received 
from them, so I think that on the basis 
of short-term balances, today we owe 
approximately from $5,000,000,000 to 
$6,000,000,000. They represent credits 
which, foreigners have in this country 
and which they could at any time de
mand us to pay either, in gold or mate-. 

rial. I find that situation to be difficult 
to reconcile with the repeated assertion 
that we are a great creditor Nation, and 
that we must be the Nation to finance 
world recovery. 

Mr. SMITH. I am not making such 
an argument. I do not believe the dis
tinguished Senator would maintain that 
we now owe more than · we are owed, 
would he? 

Mr. BREWSTER. It all depends on 
whether we take into consideration lend
lease. If the Senator believes that lend
lease will be repaid, then his position is 
correct. If he believes that it will not be 
repaid, I think the question is left open. 

Mr. SMITH. Of course, an obligation 
may be considered as being owed. Many 
obligations have been owed to me during 
my life so far, which were never repaid, 
but I nevertheless thought they were 
owed to me. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to ask 
the Senator why 1te considers foreign 
countries are in debt to us under lend
lease. 

Mr. SMITH. I think they are in debt 
to us, yes. Whether they repay the debt 
or not, I do not know. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator does 
not expect that it will be repaid, does he? 

Mr. SMITH. I think some of it will be 
repaid and that some of it will not. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I should like to correct r 

an impression which is very prevalent, -
but which is false. I refer to tbe impres
sion that the Federal trade agreements 
have been very injurious to American 
agricultural interests. In support of that 
statement I may say that some persons 
hold that after we entered into the 
trade agreement with Great Britain 
on January 1, 1939, our industrial ex· 
ports increased and our agricultural ex
ports decreased. Therefore, it is said 
that we sold out agriculture for the ben-
efit of industry. I freely confess now 
that I used to believe that contention un-
til I examined the record and found 
that we obtained numberless concessions 
on our agricultural exports tb other 
countries. 

It is true that our industrial expo:rts 
increased and our agricultural exports 
decreased for the year beginning 1939. 
The reason was that at that time Eng
land, Russia, and Japan were buying 
everything they could obtain in this 
country with which to make war mate
rials. · The war started in the year 1939, 
and Germany-our second largest cus
tomer for agricultural exports-was com
pletely eliminated from the market. So 
was central Europe and Italy, which 
ranked well up toward the top as pur
chasers of agricultural products. Agri
cultural exports to countries which were 
not blockaded increased, but naturally 
we could not eliminate Germany, our 
second best customer for agricultural 
products, the country which bought pork, 
lard, and many other products from us, 
and still maintain our volume of exports. 

i wish to take this occasion-and I 
thank the Senator from New Jersey for 
giving me the opportunity to do so-to 
make clear why our industrial exports 
increased and our agricultural exports 
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decreased from 1939 on. I recall that 
previous to 1939 our apple marlcet was 
prostrated because Great Britain had 
found various ways of shutting our prod
ucts out of their markets. After the 
trade agreement went into effect our 
apple exports increased. I shall not at
tempt to say how much they increased, 
but I think we .exported, in value, more 
apples after the trade agreement went 
into effect than our imports of woolen 
goods from Great Britain amounted to. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator for 
his contribution. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, . if the 
Senator will further yield to me, I should· 
like to state that at the present time one 
can go into Canada· and buy almost any
thing unrationed. For some strange rea
son England is not buying in Canada, but 
is buying in the United States. After 
that situation comes to an end will not 
our agricultural exports decrease 
greatly? 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not think Canada 
and the United States together can be
gin to supply the food needed by the world 
for the next 2 or 3 years, and naturally if 
foreign countries can get something ~or 
nothing rather than get it where· they 
have to pay for it, they will take it under 
lend-lease from us, so long as they can 
get it. 

Canada r .. as a system, which I think is 
a pretty good one, of contributing so 
·much as her part of carrying on this war. 
The amount is approximately $700,000,-
000 a year, as I recall, in addition to the 
contribution of her armed forces, and 
then whatever else is obtained from Can
ada those who obtain it have to buy and 
pay for. • 

Mr. YOUNG. I just came back from 
the Canadian border; and many Ameri
cans who go into Canada are bringing 
back hams and many other things which 
they buy in Canada, and they will prob
ably continue to do that so long as they 
can get the articles. 

Mr. AIKEN. I do not know whether 
the Senator from North Dakota was at 
a meeting of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry held about 2 months 
ago, wl:iere it was brought out that this 
country requested Canada a year ago 
last fall not to export meats into this 
country, and had never rescinded that 
request. The Canadians said that was 
why they were not sending meat to help 
us; they had been asked to refrain from 
doing so, and the request had not been 
rescinded. Whether it has since been 
rescinded I do not know; but I think it 
safe to say that Canada and the United 
States together could not supply th~ 
world needs. I was surprised to learn 
in looking at the statistics that we even 
export a million bushels of grain to 
Canada. I presume that takes care of 
local conditions along the border. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I will 
continue with my remarks. 

As I have said, I have every confidence 
in American ability to meet competition 
anywhere in the world or here at home. 
We know the methods and skills of mass 
production with consequent low unit 
cost better than any other nation irt 
the world. We have learned this be
cause of our fundamentally intense, 
competitive, private industry economy, 

and our definite opposition to monopolies 
and cartels. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? · 

Mr. SMITH. I will yield, but I am a 
lit tle afraid of losing the continuity of 
my thought, if the discussion is diverted 
too much. I was trying to give to· the 
Senate the whole picture. I shall be 
glad to yield, keeping that thought in 
mind. 

Mr. BREWSTER. What I am about 
to say bears on the specific point the 
Senator from New Jersey has been mak
ing. . He says he has every confidence in 
the ability of the United States to ·meet 
foreign competition. I am wondering 
how far he carries that. Does he mean 
that he feels we could afford to adopt 
a policy of free trade? 

Mr. SMITH: I do not believe in free 
trade. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator does 
not believe that America, under free 
trade, could meet all competition. He 
limits the term. 

Mr. SMITH. As I shall show a lit
tle later-and let me .finish my thoughtr
I fe~l that we can, by tl:le trade-agree
ments policy and the readjustment of our 
trade economy fit into the picture, 
compete with any set-up. I think ·we 
can protect our industries adequately by 
.the trade-agreement method. 

Mr. BREWSTER . . Does the Senator 
agree that it is all a matter of both an 
honest and intelligent-application. of the 
protective principle? The Senator does 
subscribe to the protective principle, does 
he not? 

.Mr. SMITH. I said earlier in my ad
dress that I believe in scientific protec-
tion. · 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator thor
. oughly believes, does he not, that it is 
merely a question of how that protection 
shall be provided and how far the Con
gress shall relax its primary responsi
bility and control. 

Mr. SMITH. My preference is for the 
agreement method in determining trade 
relations, rather than by a unilateral 
tariff written by Congress itself. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The· Senator· makes 
a distinction between, let us say, what he 
terms unilateral action by Congress, 
which I think every one is agreed is 
pretty well out of date, and trade agree
ments, say, as distinct from the scientific 
determination by the Tariff Commission 
as authorized under existing law which 
provides that the Tariff Commission~ 
after scientific determination, may cut 
any tariff 50 percent, the benefit to go to 
all nations. 

Mr. SMITH. I call the attention of 
the distinguished Senator from Maine to 
what I understand is the set-up. We 
are adding by the pending bill the War 
and Navy Departments to the group that 
will help the President in the negotiation 
and making of trade agreements. I will 
go as far as the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY] went last night, when 
he suggested that ultimately we probably 
might have representatives of the com
mittees of the House and Senate taking 
part in the negotiation of trade agree.:. 
ments. That might be a future develop
ment. I am merely suggesting it paren
theticallY: now. So I do not think that . 

merely f1n expert. Ta-riff Commission 
should have the authority, but different 
groups . fn th'e various departments that 
know the conditions, with, I hope, the 
Senate and House representing '· all the 
people, should develop our ultimate 
policy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Does not the Sen
ator recognize that that is a deviation 
from what he properly terms the. sci
entific principle? The ·scientific princi-. 
ple would involve a group in the nature 
of a tariff commission, theoreticaliy, and 
the minute there is introduced, whether 
it is the State De'partment, the War De
partl'!lent, t.he Navy Department, or any 
other agency, there would be injected 
something other than · what he would 
terni scientific trade adjustments. The 
Army and Navy, .for example, have to 
do with milit.ary and naval matters, the 
State Department with diplomacy, and 
we are political, naturally, thi:nking iri 
terms of our constituents, bu4_; we have 
under existing law, irrespective of re
ciprocal trade agreements, a scientific 
method of determination, enunciated in. 
Republican tariff laws: It seems to me 
that that is frequently lost sight of in 
bowing at the shrine of the reciprocal 
principle. . · 

Mr. SMITH. I think the Senator's 
question will help bring out and develop 
the whol~ subject, and I am very grate
ful to him. I feel th~.t the trade-agree
ments procedure is _the important thing 
that we should endorse because of the 
special situation we are now in, and I am 
hopeful, as I said earlier in my remarks, 
that this method of procedure can be 
maintained and strengthened. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield there? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Although recognizing 
the scientific basis of tariff reduction 
by the Tariff Commission,. as we have 
done for a number of years, even that 
is a unilateral reduction. The Tariff 
Commission has no power of negotiation. 
The Tariff Commission can not exact or 
request of any other nation any recip
rocal advantage because of any reduction 
it brings about. It is merely a straight 
reduction, based, usually, on scientific in
vestigation with no advantage for our 
commerce,-our trade, and our country, 
and of no advantage whatever by reason 
of lack of ability to give and ta~e as in 
the agreement program which the Sen
ator is so ably discussing. ·It cannot be 
assumed that the scientific basis is e·n
tirely absen:t from the trade agreements, 
because, · as was testified before the 
Committee on Finance, it takes anywhere 
from 5 months· to a year to go through 
the tnachinery · and to bring about one 
trade agreement, which at least convinces 
me that the work is done very carefully, 
and I think it is done·scientifically; but, 
in doing it scientifically, as the Tariff 
Commission may do, we are in a position 
to get something in return for what we 
are doing even on a scientific basis. 

Mr. SMITH. I am glad the Senator · 
brought that point out. · · 

Mr." BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
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Mr. BREWSTER. Adverting to the 

comment of the Senator from Kentucky, 
while it is true we do not get the trading 
aspects of the matter, it is also true that 
·under such a l.leduction we do get what 
I had understood was the chief advan
tage urged for reciprocal trade agree
ments, namely, we build up our foreign 
imports, and thus enable those who im
port to us to pay for our exports to them, 
and we get the full benefit. The only 
limitation which the Senator from Ken
tucky would point out is that the very · 
few countries with which we have no 
trade agreements would, under the most
favored-nation clause, get the benefits; 
but I think he would agree that they are 
pretty negligible benefits in our econo
my. That would .be the only difference 
between one system and the other insofar 
as the advantages accruing from in
creased imports are concerned. 

If the theory of the Trade Agreement 
Act is correct that we benefit by imports, · 
because they enable foreign countries to 
pay for our exports, then the foreign 
countries are the ones that are closing 
their doors to us to their own disad
vantage. I think we might rely upon 
their recognition of that argument if we 
are to proceed along the lines hitherto 
laid down. 

Mr. SMITH. I thank the Senator. I 
should now like to continue my argu
ment. I shall begin again the paragraph 
I was reading when the Senator from 
Maine interrupt~d me, so as to _present 
the whole thought. 

I have every confidence in our Ameri
can ability to meet competition anywhere 
in the world or here at home. We know 
the methods and sldlls of mass produc
tion with consequent low unit costs bet
ter than any other nation in the world. 
We have learned this because of our 
fundamentally intense, competitive, pri
vate industry economy, and our definite 
opposition to monopolies and cartels. 

These convictions and practices of the 
American people will," it seems to me, 
make it possible for us to meet legiti
mate competition and still maintain the 
living stiuidards of our people. We can 
pay higher wages and produce a lower
priced article than any nation in the 
world-=-if we can produce in sufficient 
quantity_:_and we can maintain these 
altitudes of desirable objectives by de
manding; as the price of our tariff con
cessions, that competing_ nations grant 
constantly rising standards to their 
workers. It is here where I suggest that 
an intelligent tariff policy could operate 
most effectively-not aimed to make un
fair profits for a selected few-either 
nations or individuals-but to make low
priced products for a vastly expanded 
consumer market, a world-wide con
sumer market created by rising wages to 
an ever-expanding mass of ordinary peq
ple who then could JLfford to buy the 
lower-priced products produced. . 

And so I favor the extension of the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. 

IX 

But there remains a fundamental 
question·: Should we grant additional 
powers to the President to reduce tariffs 
further as provided in the House bill-

XCI--380 

that is, to take January 1, 1945, as the 
date line from which we figure in the 
future the 50 percent discretion? 

It was this provision that the Senate 
Banking and Currency Committee de
leted. 

On my first consideration of the bill, 
it seemed that we should not grant the 
additional power to ·the President which 
the bill contemplates, and I so stated 
publicly. On May 17, I issued a state
ment which was carried widely in the 
press of New Jersey. It read as follows: 

It is my judgment that the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act should be extended 
unamended for the immediate future. 

The question of the extension of the act is 
related to the general tariff policy of the 
United States and to the question of our 
foreign trade after the war. 

Our postwar foreign-trade policy is closely 
related to the problems now being consid
ered by the Conference in San Francisco, and 
is vitally connected with the collaboration 
of the United States with the other United 
Nations in setting up an organization for the 
preservation of the peace of the world. The 
Dumbarton Oalts proposals include the set
ting up of a United Nations Economic Council 
to consider international trade relations and 
the operations of this council, of course, will 
be an important contribution to measures 
for the preservation of the peace. 

We must bear in mind that if a world-wide 
trend toward Government-managed foreign 
trade is to be arrested, it will require a vig
orous initiative on the part of the United 
S~ates to demonstrate that a system of pri
vate, competitLve, and nondiscriminatory 
trade will provide greater volume and scope 
to the trading nations of the world. 

A willingness to offer reasonable hospi
tality to imports is the most powerful bar
gaining power than any nation can bring 
to the market of international trade. The 
reciprocal-trade program seems to offer. a 
flexible medium through which we may exer
cise the greatest influence toward restoring 
the multilateral trading system under which 
we can operate to our best advantage. 

In light of these considerations-

This was my position just 2 weeks 
ago-

. it is impossible at this moment to determine 
how we should continue the reciprocal-trade 
policy in the postwar period-whether we 
should or should not give additional power 
to the President over our tariffs-whether 
we should favor a more or less flexible ·tariff 
policy, and' whether we are satisfied with the 
present methods of tariff fixing. 

It seems to me wise, therefore, that no 
change should be made at the moment in 
the present situation and that, therefore, the 

_ prese.nt Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
should be extended pending the termina
tion of the Japanese war, and until such 
time as the United Nations Economic Coun
cil has been able to explore the whole situa
tion and has made its recommendations to 
the various nations involved. · 

I think that is pretty close to the posi
tion taken in the report of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency. · 

I felt that this position was fair to our 
· industries which have depended for their 
prosperity in' the past on tariff protec
tion. If we are considering an expanded 
postwar foreign trade' with consequent 
tariff adjustments, it seemed to me prop
er that our industries should have a 
chance to readjust themselves. I there
fore at that time favored a moratorium 
period. : 

I wish to emphasize that since this 
statement was issued I have explored the 
situation further, and in light of the most 
recent developments in international af
fairs, and after consultation with mem
bers of the State Department who will 
have the responsibility for negotiating 
the agreements, I am satisfied that full 
consideration will be given to the pres
ent situation-and I am dealing now 
with an emergency situation-of our 
American industries and to their ade
quate protection. What we are faced 
with in international a:tfairs is the imme
diate setting up by the other United Na · 
tions of their future trade policies, and 
I feel that the United States would be 
under a very distinct handicap· if our Ex·
ecutive and his aides, who are to repre
sent us in negotiating trade agreements, 

· should be deprived of the necessary 
weapons they will need to maintain our 
position. I believe that this considera
tion transcends the arguments against 
granting the additional powers. I favor, 
therefore, the restoration of section 2 to 
this bill in the form in which it came to 
us from the House. I take this position 
with confidence in the President and in 
the executive group who will have the 
negotiation of these treaties. I believe • 
that they will protect those industries 
nhich I represent in the State of New 
Jersey and all other industries through
out the country. 

Let me say in that connection that I 
feel it is an emergency with which we ar·e 

· dealing at this time, and that is why I 
· have come to this conclusion. 

The alternative is between trade ad
justments by agreement with other 
countries or setting up, as heretofore, our 
unilateral tariff schedules. In the pres
ent crisis I am convinced that we should 
grant the powers asked for and trust 
those who represent us to handle those 
powers properly. 

The argument for the President's dis
cretion can be summarized. I was very 
much impressed by the admirable ad
dress delivered to the Senate last eve
ning by the distinguished senior Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], and I think 
what I am saying is along the line of his 
argument. 

Probably for some time after the ·wa·r 
the state-dominated systems of Ger
many, Italy, and Japan will not be in a 
position to exert an important influ-

. ence. Russia will certainly continue . a 
policy of direct trading in the foreign 

· field as in the domestic. The directio~1 
· in which .the United Kingdom and many 
·of the other trading nations of the world 
·will go will probably depend upon the 
alternatives offered. Within the United 
Kingdom and most of the other trading 
nations there are large and important 
groups who will choose the free private 

• · enterprise system, rather than a govern
ment-controlled system if it promises tJ 
offer world trade opportunities' upon · a 

· scale sufficiently high to be more attrac
tive. Unless the· United States offers a 
strongly positive leadership, unless we 

-throw our weight · effectively on the side 
of nondiscriminatory· multilateral ·world 
trade, t~e~e is immediate danger that the 
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private enterprise trading system will 
disappear. 

Partly, the matter is one of our giving 
assurance of our good faith. If we want 
other nations to give up their major pro
tective trade barriers-exchange control, 
bilateral agreements, cartel bargains, 
import quotas, and direct government 
purchasing arrangements, we must show 
a willingness to modify ours by a reason
able readjustment of our tariffs. 

Most important, it is a matter of hav
ing at hand an effective bargaining in
strument. Unless the additional margin 
for cutting duty rates offered in the 
Daughton bill is available to our negoti
ators, they might not have sufficient con
cessions to offer to win the concesslons 
we seek. I am advised .that we have left 
scant margin for further concessions to 
the United Kingdom, Canada, and much 
of Latin America. These important 
countries must join our orbit if there is 
to be a substantial area for competitive 
trade, and if we are to have an effective 
bargaining instrument, it must be a flexi
ble one under which commitments may 
be made expertly, tactfully, decisively, 
and with reasonable dispatch. I do not 
believe that it is · possible to provide this 
under the regular legislative tariff-mal{
ing process. 

Yesterday in the New York Herald 
Tribune, Mr. Walter Lippmann in his 
column entitled "The Senate and Mr. 
Churchill" points out the dangers to the 
United States in not giving our repre
sentatives adequate power in dealing with 
this immediate PO$twar situation. He 
quotes Mr. Churchill, who was speaking 
for all British parties and not solely for 
the Conservative Party, as saying th3:t 
Gre~t Britain -will not give up its right 
to safeguard its balance of payments by 
whatever ineans are necessary. This 
means, as the able Senator from Georgia 
pointed out in .his striking address last 
night, that Great Britain may be forced 
into the orbit of the collectivist coun
tries which will be carrying on their for
eign affairs by government action, rather 
than by the free-enterprise system of 
individual action. 

There is a great struggle in the world, 
Mr. President, between collective action 
and individual, private-enterprise action, 
and I feel that is involved in this whole 
debate. 

If Britain is pulled into this orbit, it 
will be a very distinct threat for every
thing that we have stood for here in 

· America and for many of the things for 
: .which the war is being fought. It is my 
~ considered judgment, therefore, that we 
' must permit the President and his ad-
1 yisers, whose group will be enlarged by 
; inclusion of representatives of the War 
\and Navy Departments, to negotiate 
· these treaties for us, and it will be our 
1 responsibility and opportunity to back· 
them up in every possible way in develop
ing the proper relation of the United 

' ~tates to the other nations of the world 
in the postwar trade situation. This 

1 
economic step is a vitally important ad

, ditional milestone on the road to ulti
mate world peace. 

X 

After reviewing this whole subject, I 
have come to the conclusion that the 

United States, emerging from this war 
with an enormously expanded productive 
capacity, will be interested in the freest 
possible access to foreign markets. We 
will be interested in the highest standard 
of living for our customers throughout 
the world, so that they can be adequate 
consumers. 

But while we will be interested in in
ternational cooperation, in trade policies, 
in monetary policies, and in foreign in
vestments, our deepest interest lies in the 
hope expressed by me- when I began my 
remarks. That hope is the maintenance · 
of peace among nations and in the pres
ervation in this country of truly demo
cratic institutions. For these reasons, if 
for no other, we should participate with 
other nations in framing common post
war economic policies. For in such com
bined economic action, supplementing 
the corresponding political and military 
action which will be the outgrowth of 
the San Francisco Conference, seems to 
lie our real hope of establishing a world 
in which there may be a reasonable 
measure of both freedom and security. 

We have a double responsibility. On 
our willingness or refusal to participate 
in a program of international coopera~ 
tion will depend not only our own des
tiny, but the destiny of millions beyond 
our borders. And let us have faith that 
these ideals may some day be realized. 
l;Jy faith, since the dawn of human his
tory, man has struggled toward free
dom-not freedom from fear and want, 
insured by the State, but freedom from 
fear and want, insured by freedom of 
opportunity. There is a real distinction 
between insuring these freedoms by the 
State and insuring them by freedom of 
opportunity. 

And so, Mr. President, it seems to me 
that in facing this whole picture, and in 
particular the immediate problem be~ 
fore us, namely, the extension of. the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, our 
attitude may well depend on what kind of 
a glass we are looking through. Are we 
looking through a microscope which is 
too negative, too critical, which is de
structive and selfishly introspective, or 
are we looking through a telescope, which 
is positive, bright-colored, long-visioned, 
the tel~scope of faith, hope, courage, 
leading us on the road toward the divine, 
far-off event, the ultimate understand
ing and good will between men of all 
nations? 

Mr. AIKEN. Before the Senator from 
New Jersey takes his seat, will he yield 
to me? 

Mr. SMITH. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. I now have some of the 

information ·I was seeking .earlier in the 
Senator's speech in regard to the ratifi
cation of trade treaties by the Senate, 
and inasmuch as it has been advocated 
that the Senate should ratify agreements 
which have been entered into by the ex
ecutive department under authorization 
given by the Congress, I should like to 
read our national experience into the 
RECORD at this time. 

During the lifetime of this country, 
some 160 years, there have been three 
reciprocal tariff treaties ratified by the 
Senate: One with Canada in 1854, one 
with Hawaii in 1875, and one with Cuba 
in 1902. .Those three treaties were with 

countries with which we had very close 
relationships, geographical or otherwise. 

Between 1844 and 1902 10· other 
reciprocity treaties were negotiated un
der the general treaty-making power of 
the Executive, but not one of them ever 
became effective. 

The Tariff Act of 1897 specifically au
thorized the Executive to negotiate reci
procity treaties with foreign countries, 
which treaties would then have to be 
approved by the Senate. Under that 
provision 12 treaties were negotiated, but 
none of them ever even came to a vote 
in the Senate. They could not even. get 
to the point where Senators would have 
a chance to vote on them. The Execu
tive made the agreements, but the Sen
ate had to give its approval. 

In contrast to these attempts to put 
into effect trade treaties which had to 
be approved by the Senate, under the 
McKinley Tariff Act of 1890, which gave 
the executive department authority to 
make agreements under prior authori
zation of Congress and not subject to 
subsequent approval, 12 reciprocity 
agreements were made effective. 

Under the Dingley Tariff Act of 1897, 
which contained similar authorization, 
15 agreements were brought into force; 
and under the present Trade Agree
ments Act of 1934, 32 agreements have 
been concluded and brought into force. 

So we might as well admft now that 
if we decide to give the' executive de
partment the right to make agreements 
~ith foreign countries, subject to the 
approval of the Senate after they are 
made, there will be no agreements put 
into effect at all, because in all our his
tory the Senate has approved only three 
trade treaties of that nature, those with 
Canada, Cuba, and Hawaii. 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President--
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 

Sen a tor yield? 
Mr. SMITH. I now yield the floor. 
Mr. LANGER. I wanted to ask the 

Senator from New Jersey a question. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Mississippi [Mr. BILBO] is 
recognized. 

Mr. BILBO. While I had the floor at 
the beginning ·of the session, I was glad 
to yield to my distinguished friend, the 
Senator from New Jersey. I under
stand the Senator from New Jersey has 
now concluded his statement? 

Mr. SMITH. I have concluded it; yes, 
but· the Senator from North Dakota 
wants to ask me a question. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Mississippi yield to the 
Senator from North Dakota to ask the 
Senator from New Jersey a question? 

Mr. BILBO . . I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. As I understood the 

argument made by the Senator from New 
Jersey his statement was that we should 
grant this powea to the Executive so 
that the Executive may have what may 
be called trading stock. Am I correct in 
that understanding? 

Mr. SMITH. Something to·trade with, 
yes, in the light of the way. these treaties 
are negotiated. · 

Mr. LANGER. Congress ·gave the 
Executive $39,000,000,000 uo use for lend
lease purposes. Flve Senatcl's took a 
trip around the world some time ago,, 
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and on their return they told us, for 
example, that our troops would attack 
a certain island, and with great loss of 
life succeed in capturing the island, and 
on one such island, as I remember, we 
spent nearly $50,000,000, and after we 
had ,completed the fortifications neces. 
sary to make the island secure the Amer. 
ican troops marched out and one Eng. 
lishman came in, the American :flag went 
down and the English :flag went up. 

In view of history of that kind, and in 
view of. the fact that Congress placed 
$39,000,000,000 for lend-lease purposes 
in the hands of the Executive, and in 
view of the sorry record that was made, 
as is now evidenced by history, do I 
understand that the Senator believes the 
Executive should have the power, 
through the Department of State, to 
make any kind of tariff agreement he 
wants to make, without it being referred 
to the representativ~s of the people for 
ratification? 

Mr. SMITH. I will answer the Sen· 
ator by saying that in the present state 
of the world and the critical situation 
wt.ich confronts us, we have no alterna· 
tive if we want to handle this matter 
intelligently and expeditiously. If, in 
the midst of the present emergency, we 
are to. go into all the legalistic arguments 
respecting constitutional provisions we 
are in great danger of having the world 
move into a collectivist orbit and not pre-. 
serve the free enterprise system we must 
preserve, and we must have England 
play the game with us in doing so. I do 
not think we ought to forget the abuses 
which may be possible, but there again I 
think the Senator is using a microscope 
instead of a telescope. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield again so 
I may ask the Senator from New Jersey 
another question? 

Mr. BILBO. Does the Senator wish to 
make a speech or simply ask a question? 
. Mr. LANGER. I simply wish to ask a 
question. 

Mr. BILBO. Very well, I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. The Senator from New 

Jersey says we have no other alternative. 
Let us assume this situation: Suppose 
Russia was competing with us in the field 
of oil, and another country was in the 
market to buy oil. As I understood the 
argument made by the distinguished Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] yester· 
day, because of Russian collective buying 
we would be at a disadvantage. Is not 
the alternative that we can set up a na· 
tiona! corporation, something in the na
ture of our present Interstate Commerce 
Commission, which is directly responsi· 
ble· to the Congress, a Federal corpora· 
tion which will have sufficient money and 
backing by the Congress, and thus have 
the Government compete with the col· 
lective system of which some seem to be 
so afraid? 

Mr. SMITH. I have not given thought 
to that question. The whole question as 
to where we are to go from here is worthy 
of careful consideration. However, I do 
not believe that we have the time to set 
up a program such as the Senator from 
North Dakota suggests. In the situa
tion which confronts us, when our Execu· 
tive has the responsibility for moving, I 

wish to support him in developing trade 
relations for the immediate emergency. 
rt'hat is my plea. I am not asking for 
anything of a permanent nature. I am 
asking for further experimentation with 
the trade-agreement procedure, and per
fecting that procedure in all our trade 
relations. All I am asking for is coopera· 
tion with the other countries of the world, 
in spite of the mistakes which have been 
made. 

FAIR ElVIPLOYMENT PRACTICE 
COMMISSION 

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I am sure 
we have all been delighted by the able 
and convincing statement of the views 
of the Senator from New Jersey sustain· 
ing the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act. It :ls interesting to hear from that 
side of the Chamber a voice in favor of 
reciprocal trade agreements or reduction 
of tariffs in the interest of trade. Also 
it was very interesting to hear on that 
side of the Chamber the colloquy which 
we all enjoyed a while ago. This is 
possibly the first time in 12 years that 
the Republicans have had an oppor· 
tunity to recite their Republican primers 
on the protective tariff. But, Mr. Presi
dent, my purpose in taking the floor on 
this occasion is to call the attention of 
my colleagues and the people of the 
country to the serious consideration 
which the lawyers of Massachusetts are 
giving to the proposed Fair Employment 
Practice Commission, which to my mind 
is the· greatest legislative monstrosity in 
the hist.ory of the American Congress. 

The day is coming when all the peo· 
pie of this country will regret the wave 
which has caused a few States seriously 
to consider the enactment of so-called 
FEPC legislation. I am sure that all will 
agree with me that this proposed legisla· 
tion has been sponsored by one or two 
groups, and, being sponsored by those 
groups, the majorities of both the Re· 
publican and Democratic parties have 
yielded, in their attempts to secure po· 
litical support from such groups in the 
campaigns of the past and in the cam· 
paigns of the future. 

A reading of the Democratic platform 
adopted at Chicago in 1944 will disclose 
no mention of the FEPC. However, 
some of the verbiage in that platform 
has been construed to mean that we 
oppose discrimination in employment be· 
cause of race, color, creed, or origin. 

Denying labor to a citizen of this coun· 
try on the ground of any such qualifica· 
tion, and that alone, may be just cause 
for complaint in some instances. But 
the Republican Party, in its very great 
desire to reach out and get the Negro vote 
and the Jewish vote, which is sponsoring 
this bill, went all the way in favor of 
permanent FEPC legislation. In view 
of that fact, and because in a very short 
while we shall be face to face with such 
legislation on the :floor of the Senate, I 
wish to read an article published in the 
June 4 issue of the Boston Traveler. It 
relates to an appeal by the Massachusetts 
Bar Association to the Massachusetts 
Legislature, which has had under con· 
sideration the enactment of a bill similar 
to the bill enacted by the State of New 
York under the leadership of Governor 
Dewey. The article reads as follows:. 

DEFER RACIAL BILL, BAR GROUP URGEs-COM• 
MITTEE LETTER OPPOSES ENACTMENT UNTIL 
WORKING OF NEW YORK LAW Is OBSERVED 

Opposition to enactment of the Curtis anti-
discrimination bill until Massachusetts has 
watched the New York law at work was ex
pressed in a letter from the executive com-

. mittee of the Massachusetts Bar Association, 
which iS' published today in the Massachusetts 
Law Quarterly. 

MAY DO HARM 

Addressing its letter to Senator Cornelius 
F. Haley, chairman of the· committee on State 
administration, the executive committee 
urges that "it is a question of practical judg
ment whether the bill will do . more harm 
than good." The proposed legislation would 
establish penalties for discrimination in em
ployment because of race, color, religious 
creed, national origin, ancestry, or advanced 
age. 

Signers of the letter are Attorneys Edward 
0. Proctor, Richard Wait, John H. Devine, 
Horace E. Allen, Clifford S. Lyon, W. Arthur 
Garrity, William E. Fuller, Guy Newhall, and 
Frank W. Grinnell. In a separate letter, 
Attorney John E. Peakes, of the committee, 
suggests postponement of action on the 
Curtis bill and advocates a legislative warn- . 
ing, in its place, that discrimination must 
be abandoned voluntarily or legislation will 
be enacted. 

The committee letter submits that the sub
ject is an emotional matter and "to compel 
men, against their wishes, to employ others 
who are, however unreasonably or unjm.tly, 
unwelcome either to their employers or to 
their fellow-employees, or to customers, 
would, · in our opinion, tend to accentuate 
and deepen the prejudices which the bill seE.'~(S 
to allay." 

I think the sponsors of this fool legis
lation will find out in the end that they 
will do more to arouse and accentuate 
the racial unpleasantness which prevails 
in many sections of the country than the 
FEPC law will ever be able to suppress. 
I continue to read from the article in 
the Boston Traveler : 

It notes that there are sorts of employment 
where a confidential relationship based upon 
mutual sympathy and esteem is essential, 
.which "could not exist under any system 
of forced employment." 

It protests that the bill sets up a Govern
ment bureau with inquisitorial powers and 
"provides no a~equate recourse to the courts 
for a person, who with complete sincerity, 
may believe he is being unjustly treated 'by 
the proposed administrative commission." 

At the same time, the letter protests the 
exemptions for religious, charitable, and 
educational institutions, which he said 
should seek to set an example rather than 
obtain exemption from legislation they 
themselves have advocated. And the law· 
yers raise the question of the constitu
tionality of the legislation. 

Of course, we all believe that the pro· 
posed legislation is unconstitutional. I 
do not know how it would fare in the 
Supreme Court as now composed, but 
there can be no question that the pro
posed legislation is unconstitutional. 

I invite the attention of the Senate 
and the country to a special report from 
New York State, which is now operating, 
or is about to operate, under a tempo
rary FEPC law. The New York law does 
not go into effect until the 1st of July. 
A large factory, located in New York. and 
doing work for the war effort, recently 
suffered a cut-back, and it became neces
sary to release 75 or 100 women em
ployees. The manager of the factory 
had working for him Negro women, 
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Jewish women, and whit<! Christian 
women. When he was forced. because 
of the cut-back, to discharge a number 
of women from his employment, he re
leased all the Christian white women in 
his employ, keeping the Jewish and 
Negro women on the job. When he was 
questioned about that pro~edure, he 
said: 

Under this fool Fair Employment Act , 1f I 
release a Negro woman from my employment, 
I will be cited and will find myself in the toils 
of the law and subjected to the penalties of 
the FEPC legislation, because the Negro 
woman will at once claim that she was dis
m issed because of her color. If I dismiss one 
of the Jewish women, I will likewise be cited 
for dismissing a Jewish woman because of her 
religion. Therefore, to be safe I am going to 
discharge th-e white Christian women and 
keep the Negroes and the· Jews. 

I suggest to the sponsors of this legis
lation that before they put the final 
touches on it they make provision to 
prevent discrimination against the white 
Christian women of America who are 

· forced 'to work in factories for a living. 
LOAN TO ELLIOTT ROOSEVELT 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, yester
day I was very much shocked to read 
in the press an account dealing with a 
loan of $200,000 to one of the sons of the 
late President Roosevelt, which loan was
settled by a repayment of a mere $4,000. 
,The headline states "Counsel for A. & P. 
Co. confirms disclosure of .. the deal." 

I have read subsequent articles on this 
subject. I do not wish to take the time 
of the Senate to go fully into the matter; 
but when the son· of a President of the 
United States borrows $200,000 and then 
is allowed to repay it for $4,000 it is a 
thing which citizens generally cannot 
pass by with a wink of an eye or the lift-
ing of an eyebrow. . 

This is an affair that involves a moral 
issue, an ethical issue, and a question of 
general integrity; and it also concerns 
the taxpayers of the country who have to 
make up from their own pockets in taxes 
when Mr. John Hartford is allowed to 
write off such a sum on his income tax 
as a loss. Did Mr. Hartford try to col
leet this sum? What reason could there 
be for settling such a large loan for such 
a small amount? 

I do not know whether it is true. I 
have read it in the press. I assume there 
must be something to it. I believe the 
Senate of the United States or the Con
gress of the United States as a whole 
cannot let this incident pass by and close 
their eyes to acts of this kind without 

-ascertaining the truth. This story has 
been circulated about Gen. Elliott Roose
velt. If it is not the truth, that should 
be known, and Mr. Elliott Roosevelt's 
name should be cleared. If it is the 
truth, then the facts should be known 
and action taken. 

I do not wish to condemn anyone until 
I know the facts, and I am very much 
interested to know the facts. I have 
talked to many Senators here on the 
fioor today about it, and I know that it 
1s a subject of concern all over the 
Nation. 

I think the proper committee of the 
Senate-either the Interstate Commerce 
Committee or the Commerce Committee, 
Ol' whatever the _prope1· committee may 

be-any one of the appropriate com
mittees-should properly look into it and 
should ascertain the truth of the situa
tion. I do not think that this should go 
unnoticed, and I do not think Elliott 
Roosevelt's name should be in any way 
smirched if it is not true. But the truth 
should be ascertained, and this should 
be done at once. 1 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield to 
me? 

Mr. BRIDGES. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 

In the meanwhile will the Senator also 
investigate everyone else in the United 
States who may have lost money? 
. Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, let me 
say to the Senator from S~uth Carolina 
that I think I have presented this matter 
in a very fair way. I have not accused 
Mr. Elliott Roosevelt of anything. I say 
reports have been published in the news
papers about this loan and it involves a 
question of integrity, morals, and ethics, 
and we should know the truth. If tl;ley 
are true, that is one thing. If they are 
not, certainly Mr. Roosevelt ' should be 
cleared. 

Other people in the country have lost 
money; but, as the Senator knows, if he 
has read the story about this case, there 
were peculiar circumstances, about this 
loan and method of settlement which 
make it a very unusual and unique case. 
Far be it from me to try to condemn a 
person until the truth of the matter and 
the facts are known. But some sunshine 
in the dark recesses might be healthy for 
the Nation. 
EXTENSION OF TRADE AGREEMENTS ACT 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 3240) to extend the au
thority of the President under section 
350 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do not 
know what other Senator expects to 
speak. at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state to the Senator from 
Georgia that before the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] left the 
Chamber he asked the Chair how long 
the discussion would last. The Chair 
told him the names of the Senators who 
were expected to speak. The Senator 
from Wyoming h.as not yet returned to 
the Chamber. · 

Mr. GEORGE. Then Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ab
sence of a quorum being suggested, the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Austin 
Ball . 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Brewster 
Bridges 
Briggs 
Brooks · 
Buck 
Burton 
:aushfield 
Butler 
Capper 
Chavez 
Donnell 

Downey Langer 
Ellender Lucas 
Ferguson McCarran 
Fulbright McKellar 
George Magnuson 
Gerry Mead 
Green Millikin 
Guffey Mitchell 
Hart Moore 
Hatch Morse 
Hayden Murdock 
Hill Murray 
Hoey - Myers 
Jonnson, Call!. O'Daniel 
Johnson, Colo. O'Mahoney 
Johnston, S. c. Overton 
La Follette Pepper 

Radcliffe 
Reed 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
.Shipstead 
Smith 
Taft 

Thomas, Okla.. 
Thomas, Utab 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Wagner 
Walsh 

Wherry 
White 
Wlley 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy 
Senators having answered to their names, 
a quorum is present. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I regret 
very much that I was not able to hear 
the senior Senator from Georgia present 
the case for the minority of the commit
tee yesterday and I regret that I have not 
had time to prepare as carefully as I 
should have liked the questions relat ing 
to the extension of the reciprocal trade 
treaties . 

I rise to favor the committee amend
ment. If the committee amendment is 
adopted and the bill is then enacted con
taining the amendment, the reciprocal 

,trade program will be continued for an
other period of 3 years. Treaties made 
during those 3 years may last for 3 years 
longer; so that it is possible that what we 
do now may affect the relations between 
the United States and other countries for 
a period of. 6 years from this time. 

I understand the reasons advanced for 
permitting the President to make addi
tional cuts of 50 percent in tariff rates, 
but I do not think the reasons are valid. 
Personally I thought the Smoot-Hawley 

.-rates were too high, but they can now be 
reduced 50 percent. I do not think there 
is any evidence that when reduced 50 
percent they are adequate to cover the 
difference between the cost of production 
here and abroad. I do not think there is 
any evidence that if they are further re
duced to 25 percent they will come any
where near protecting American indus
try against lower wage rates and lower 
costs in other countries. I think the evi
dence clearly shows that if that power 
-is exercised it will put out of business 
many industries in the United States. 
That certainly is the evidence before the 
House committee and the evidence before 
the Senate committee. That is why I ~ 
am opposed to granting authority to 
bring about an additional 50-percent cut, 
because it would eliminate American 
industry. 

Those who are frank in favoring . the 
amendment say that some industries 
ought to be eliminated, that they are 
not efficient industries and those engaged 
in them ought to engage in a mass-pro
duction industry and make -goods which 
can be exported under present cost con
ditions. 

I think the advocates of the measure 
are on the horns of a dilemma. They say 
they want to increase imports in cases 
where there is American competition, and 
yet they say that would not in any way 
injure any American industry that may 
be concerned. The two cannot be true. 
If they carry out their idea of increasing 
impork: ·into the United States, that will 
necessarily injure the industries which 
are affected by the changes which may 
be made. 

I have before me a table of the rates 
which were effective under various tariff 
laws. Under the Payne-Aldrich law, 
from 1909 to 1913, tariff rates on dutiable 
products were approximately 40.8 per
cent on the average, It must be under-
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stood that a.Ttout 65 percent of · all im
ports come in on the free list, and only 
35 percent are dutiable today, and on 
t hose the rates in the Payne-Aldrich law 
were 40.8 percent. / 

The rates on the average under the 
Underwood tariff law, from 1914 to 1922, 
were approximately 27 percent. Under 
the Fordney-McCumber law they were 
38Y2 percent ; under the Smoot-H9,wley 
lav-.r, as affected by the Reciprocal Trade 
Act, they have been reduced on the aver
age to about 31.6 percent in 1944. There
fore, this additional power would author
jz:; a reduction of tariff rates on dutiable 
imports to approximately 16 percent, · 
which is wholly inadequate to compen
sate for the difference in wages between 
this country and other countries. There 

· c::mnot be any question that a further 
reduction of 25 percent in the Smoot
Hawley r ates would amount practically 
to free trade so far as most of our in
dustries are concerned. I do not under
stand the reason for granting such addi
tional power at the present time. 

We have not had any real trial of the 
iSl-percent rate under the reciprocal 
trade treaties. The rate on all dutiable 
products had only been reduced by 1938 
to an average of 39 percent. In other 
words, we have not had any trial of the 
50-percent cut as yet. The State De
partment and the President approached 
it very gingerly in the beginning, and 
then gradually made a few minor re
ductions. Sometimes they imposed 
quotas, but the result was that the con
cessions were made of very little im
portance so far as the volume of im
port;s WE".-S concerned. _ In 1938 when the 
war was beginning there was still an 
average rate of 39 percent on all dutiable 
imports. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. !v'!r. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from 
Colorado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to call 
attention of·the S::mator to the fact that 
the percentage of imports is not neces
sarily the measure of damages. A single 
boatload of dairy products _from Den
mark, for Example, can tear the whole 
domestic milk, butter, and cheese market 
to pieces. 

Mr. TAFT. · That is entirely true; any 
imports offered at a lower price certainly 
force a reduction in the price to the do
mestic producer. 

The natural thing would be to say 
"Why not try the 50-percent cut?" We 
never have tried it. The most important 
treaty was made with England. It be
came €ffective on the 1st of January 
1939, which was after Munich, and at a 
time when all England was engaged in 
preparing for the war which was certain 
to come. There was no normal exporting 
from England. We could not possibly 
judge what the-Effect of that treaty would 
be. One would think the natural thing 
would be to say, "Why not continue the 
law as it is for t he present, and let us see 
what this 50-percent cut has . really 
brought about." Is it going to result in 
the destruction of American industry as 
so many think it will? 

Instead of that, it is proposed to reduce 
the 50 percent further, before we have 
even had any experience with the pres-

ent 50-percent reduction. There is only · of the pending measure, we have already 
· one argument for it, so far as I am able exhausted the bargaining powers which 

to learn. I think, as a matter of fact, have been provided under existing law, 
that proposal from the State Depart- and now they have to have another 25-
ment completely surprised everyone in . percent bargaining power, which, in the 
the Senate, including the distinguished course of time, will exhaust itself; end 
chairman of the Committee on Finance. then there will be no alternative but free 
I do not believe anyone thought that the trade. 
State Department was going to propose Mr. TAFT. Not only that, but it will 
any such thing, because, after all, we do be necessary to go a step further, because 
not know what the conditions will be in by the time we let in all imports free 
the postwar world. We do not know how of duty, many other countries will still 
che9,ply foreign countries will be able to impose many duties, so we will have to 
manufacture. We know they are to an subsidize imports from such countries in 
extent destroyed; we know they are go- order to induce them to abandon the 
ing to have a lower standard of living in duties they still maintain. 
the next 5 or 10 years, and·we know they Mr. MILLIKIN. So that this is a sys
are going to have to work for anything tern whereby in 'the end we exhaust our 
that is paid to them. It is reasonable to bargaining power. 
suppose that in the postwar period their Mr. TAFT. Exactly. 
production costs in foreign countries are Mr. MILLIKIN. It is not an argument 
going to be lower, and that the threat for the system. 
to our industry is going to be greater Mr. TAFT. Certainly not. It is the 
t'han it was before the war. But we do · . poorest argument that could be made. 
not know all the facts. In the light of . I cannot imagi:qe that any nation in the 
the circumstances, I cannot understand world has ever had the bargaining power 
why on earth we should proceed to re- the United States Government has today. 
duce the tariffs further, reduce them an- Every foreign nation is looking for 
other 50 petcent, to 25 percent of the American dollars, every foreign nation 
Smoot-Hawley rates, at a time when wants American assistance to aid in re-

. world conditions are uncertain, and in habilitation. We have all the bargain
- view of the fact that even before the war . ing power any nation could possibly 
. we never had any actual experience with desire. 
the 50-percent cut. Mr. MILLIKIN. Will the Senator · 

The argument made is, in essence, that · from Ohio yield again? 
the State Department has to have such Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
authority as a bargaining power. That Mr. MILLIKIN. If the additional 25 
is the argument which was made, as I . percent of bargaining power iJ advan
understand, yesterday by the senior Sen- tageous and a good thing for the United 
ator from Georgia; it is the argument ·states, then if we wiped the- system out 
which was made by most of the State completely we would have a hundred 
Department officials. It seems to be the percent bargaining power, which would 
only argument made, when common be four times as good. 
sense would seem to dictate we ·should 
leave the rates where they are until we Mr. TAFT. Exactly; I agree with the 

Senator's figures. 
find out what conditions are going to be Furthermore, we have not exhausted 
like in the postwar period. our bargaining power. All leciprocal 

The argument is that the State De- trade agreements expire in 3 years. we 
partment hav~ no bargaining power. can say to England, "Well, if you do not 
They have reduced tariff rates pretty . do so and so, we are going to raise these 
close to the 50-percent limit. In the rates the next time we make a recip
case of England, they have reduced about rocal trade agreement.'' 
half the rates all the way, and made 

· some other reductions. They have· no · We have not destroyed our bargaining 
bargaining power with England, it is said. power simply because· the President can
The reason they have no bargaining not reduce the rates on American im

ports any further than he has already 
·power is perfectly obvious. It is because reduced them. As a matter of fact, con-
of the most-favored-nation principle siderable reductions can still be made in 
that is contained in this program. It a good many schedules, notably, the tex
is the poorest bargaining weapon the tile schedule. 
United States Congress has ever pro-
vided for an executive department, be- We have other bargaining power; but 
cause we enter into a bargain with A, what do we do with it? We had more 
and whatever we give to A in return bargaining power, probably, under lend
for something A gives, we give for noth- lease than we have today. We had bar
ing to B, c, D, and E, and when we gaining power, and we should have been 
come to deal with B, c, D, or E, of able to get from every nation in the 
course we have no bargaining power left. world almost any co:p.cession we might 
We have already given them all they ask for, but we insisted on giving away 
want for nothing, without any return our property to them without any condi-
from them. tions. We considered that it was a privi-

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President-- lege for us to be able under lend-lease to 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. give them goods we produced, and we 

MYERS in the chair). Does the Senator got nothing for that tremendous weap
from Ohio yield to the Senator from on of bargaining power. VIe threw it 
Colorado? away. 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. What is proposed now by the Commit-
Mr. MILLIKIN. I should like to point tee on Banking and Currency? It is 

out to the distinguished Senator that the proposed that we adopt the Bretton 
bargaining-power argument is self-de- \Voods agreement and put $6,000,QOO,OOO 
structive. According to the proponents ,into two funds to be loaned to the na-
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tions of the world-free, gratis, for 
nothing-and we get nothing in return. 

It is proposed that we give away that 
bargaining power, and then in ol'der to 
get a much weaker power in the pend
·ing measure, we authorize the President 
to reduce our tariffs further and destroy 

_ industries and deprive workers of jobs. I 
think the bargaining power argument is 
the most fallacious and inadequate argu
ment ever advanced for any bill pending 
on the· floor of the Senate. 

What is expected that we will get by 
the use of this bargaining power? I 
do not think we will get anything very 
substantial. Yesterday the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Finance 

· read the statement of Mr. Churchill's, in 
which he said, "Britain will not give up 
its right to safeguard our balance of pay
ments by whatever means are necessary." 

Of course they will not, and they will 
not give it up because we reduce a few 
tarj.ff rates. England proposes to safe
guard her "balance of payments by what
ever means are necessary," and England 
bas not indicated in any way that she is 
going to give up imperial preferences for 
the slight gain she can derive from the 
pending measure. A further 25-percent 
reduction might mean two or three hund
red million dollars a year of British ex
-ports to the United States which would 
not compare with the advantage she ob-
tains from her imperial preferences. We 
know about the blocked sterling balances. 
We know England owes all her colonies, 
especially India, billions of dollars. We 
know that the only way by which she can 
possibly pay those debts is by shipping 
goods into those countries, and insisting 
that they take British goods and not 
American goods. 

I cited here a few days ago the case of 
a pump manufacturer who has made 
pumps for years and sold them in India; 
he built up a market in India; but now 
he cannot get a license to import any
thing into India, because the British, 
necessarily, since they have to protect 
themselves, since they have to work out 
some way of paying their debts to India 
and to the other colonies, have set ·up a 
system of imperial preferences. If any
one thinks the bargaining power con
tained in the pending measure is going 
to persuade the English to give up im
perial preferences, I believe · he is very 
much mistaken. 

Mr. President, this morning I read to 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
the statement of Lord Keynes, to the 
effect that one thing the British were not 
going to do was to give up restrictions 
on exchange for an indefinite period of 
postwar reconversion until they straight
ened out all their affairs, because the 
British know they have to restrict im
ports into Great Britain, if they wish 
to survive. 

They know very well also that they 
cannot operate successfully as a nation 
unless they impose restrictions, and I 
say the idea that we are going to get rid 
of those restrictions by some bargaining 
power granted by this bill is a complete 
illusion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Let me remind the 

Senator from Ohio that in the Atlantic 

Charter Great Britain made a reserva
tion covering the very subject matter 
which the Senator is now discussing. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes; and every indication 
is, as Lord Keynes states, that Great 
Britain is going to protect the British and 
maintain tariffs as they please. 

The case of the bicycle industry is typi
cal. It was brought before our commit
tee. In the United States about 2,000,000 
bicycles are manufactured, and about 
6,000,000 are made in England, of a 
slightly different type. The British bi
cycle industry was starting just before 
the war, and is now continuing, to make 
an American-sized model. They can ex
port them to the United States, and we 
have reduced the tariff on ·bicycles, so 
that England, with her great productive 
power, can wipe out the American bicycle 
industry. There can be no question 
about that. The figures are available. 
It can probably be done under the 50-
percent rate, and certainly it can be done 
under the 25-percent rate. What did we 
get from England? England maintained, 
as I recall, a 30-percent ad valorem duty 
on the imported bicycles. So we cannot 
make the lighter type of bicycles and ship 
them to England and compete with Eng
land. I do not think the present admin
istration has shown in its use of bar
gaining power any evidence that it is go
ing to use such power with any success 
whatsoever. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator from 

Ohio claim that up to this time the Amer
ican bicycle industry has been injured in 
any way by entering into the trade agree
ment? 

Mr. TAFT. No. We entered into an 
agreement in 1939. The British did not 
make our kind of bicycles. They began 
to tool up for that purpose, but then the 
war came, and there was no further de
velopment of the British bicycle indus
try. They were not in a position to injure 
the American bicycle industry until they 
bad begun to make the heavier type of 
American bicycle after we entered into 
the trade agreement with Great Britain. 

Mr. LUCAS. The only point I wish to 
make is that the bicycle industry of 
America has not suffered one iota under 
the trade agreement with the British 
Government. 

Mr. TAFT. That is perfectly obvious. 
Mr. LUCAS. And that is true with re

spect to every industry in America whose 
representatives appeared and testified 
before the Finance Committee. The 
only thing they fear is what may happel). 
in the future. In other words, it- is 
apparent from what I saw of the wit
nesses that they have no faith fn the 
present administration carrying out the 
trade agreements without adversely 
affecting the particular industries in 
which they are interested. 

Mr. TAFT. No; the position of the 
industries whose representatives ap
peared before us was that a tariff rate of 
50 percent oi the present reduced rate 
would, if foreign competitors entered our 
market, put them out of business, be
cause the foreign cost would be so much 
less. It is quite true, as I pointed out, 
that there has been almost no reduction; 

that the reduction before the war was 
only to about 39 percent ad valorem. 
Very little reduction took place before 
1938, and since then the war has nullified 
the effect. But there were some out
standing cases. In the case of the zinc 
industry, over the protest of the Bureau 
of Mines, the State Department in 1937, 
as I recall, reduced the tariff on zinc, 
with the result that the price of zinc fell 
from $7 to $2 a ton, if I remember cor
rectly. A number of mines closed. 
FinaJlly the workmen said they would 
work for a lower wage, but just at that 
time the war began and the zinc mines 
resumed operations. They were injured 
directly by the reciprocal trade agree
ments. 

In the lace industry the imports gen
erally increased and the price steadily 
decreased. The trade agreement with 
respect to lace was entered in somewhat 
earlier-in 1935 if I remember correctly. 
The imports of lace increased. until they 
represented about 60 percent of domestic 
consumption instead of 21 percent, and 
the industry very largely closed down. 

I remember in the twenties and the 
thirties, when the glass and chinaware 
industry of Ohio was almost completely 
closed down. That was before the re
ciprocal trade agreements, because 
Japanese imports came in over the 
Smoot-Hawley tariff law. The tariff 
rate was not sufficiently high to protect 
the Ohio ind1,1stry against Japanese 
competition, and the plants were shut 
down and men thrown out of work. 
That is why I am receiving telegram 
after telegram from the laboring men 
in the glass and chinaware industries in 
Ohio begging me not to permit a further 
reduction in the tariff on glass and 
china ware. 

The testimony by representatives of 
th~ watch ' industry is that under the 
trade agreement while the watch in
dustry was engaged in war work of dif
ferent kinds, the imports of Swiss 
watches during the war increased from 
1,000,000 to 6,000,000. That was a tre
mendous increase in the importation of 
watches, a taking over of the American 
market, and making it very difficult for 
the American watch manufacturers to 
recover the market. 

The history of the Underwood Act of 
1913 is very clear so far as textiles are 
concerned. American textile mills were 
very rapidly closing down. Many had 
closed down in 1913, when the First World 
War finally came to their relief; but, 
just so soon as the war was over there 
was a :flood of imports into the United 
States, and Congress passed, first, the 
Emergency Tariff Act, and then the 
Fordney-McCumber Act in order to pro
tect American industry against the great 
fiood of imports which came from an 
impoverished Europe, where people had 
to work for very much less wages per 
hour than the workers in the United 
States received. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator speaks 

of watches. Of course, we all know that 
the American watch industry has never 
been able to supply the American de
mand for watches. All the important 
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watchmak.ers, including Waltham, Elgin, 
Hamllton, Howard, and others, whose 
watches are recognized as being a supe
rior article, have never been able to sup
ply the demand of the American people 
for watches, and there has, of course, 
been an importation of watches to sup
ply that demand; iargely {rom Switzer
land. The trade ·agreement on watches 
became effective February 15, 1936. In 
1933 the domestic production of watches 
and clocks was a little more than $29,-
000,000, and we imported about 6.7 per
cent of that amount from abroad. 

In 1935, which is the year before the 
trade agreement was entered into, our 
domestic production had gone up to 
$62,500 ,000 in value, and the imports were 
8.8 percent of the domestic production. 

In 1937, the year after the treaty went 
into effect, our domestic production had 
climbed to $104,446,000, and the impor
ta,tions in that year· were 10.3 percent of 
the domestic production. 

In 1939 the domestic production of 
watches was $89,500,000-a falling off 
from 1937, probably due ·in part to the 
war condition. The war began in 
Europe in September 1939, but, anyway, 
domestic production was $89,000,000 plus, 
and the percentage of importations com
pared to domestic production was 11.3. 
· Mr. TAFT. Possibly the decrease was 
because of the increased importations. 
That seems to be the obvious reason. 

Mr. BARKLEY. No; the importations 
increased only 11 percent of $89,000,000, 
which would not be as much as 10 percent 
of $104,000,000. 

Mr. TAFT. And since then the im
portations have quadrupled, or are six 
times what they were. 

Mr. BARKLEY. That is true because 
none of our watchmakers are now mak
ing watches. Our watchmakers are now 
making precision instruments for the 
Navy and the War Department, and all 
the watches our people are now buying 
are imported. They have to be because 
we are not producing any. • 

Mr. TAFT. As I understood the repre
sentatives of the watch industry and the 
figures they presented it was very clear 
that in comparing the wages of labor in 
this country and in Switzerland, even at 
the present 50-percent rate they could 
not, because of costs, compete with the 
Swiss watch, and if . the rate were cut in 
half there is no possibility of American 
competition, except for watches of a 
peculiar and special type. 

Mr. BARKLEY. American watch
makers have always competed, and the 
amount of importations, beginning in 
,1933 and running up to 1939-I think 
we can even go back of 1933, and prior to 
the Tari:f(Act of 1930, wl;lich rearranged 
the classification of watches and watch 
movements-had not been larger than 
that which was necessary to supply the 
deficiency of our own domestic produc
tion, because we have never produced a 
sufficient number of watches to supply 
our own demand. 

Mr. TAFT. One of the reasons for 
that is that the Swiss have refused to 
export machinery, and have refused to 
let their workmen leave and it has been 
a slow process to build up the . watch 
industry, but it has been built up, and, 
.certr inly, today it is perfectly possible to 

build it up further, expand it, and take 
care of the domestic demand, if we wish 
to do so. I do not advocate that. It 
seems to me the only question is one of 
degree-whether the tariff rate is to be 
reduced to such a point as to wipe out 
the American industry. That is the 
question actually involved. 

Mr. President, there are a good many 
other industries shown by the evidence 
to be directly affected. The question of 
textiles is perhaps one of the most im
portant, and the figures are very clear, 
indeed, that if the tariff ·on textiles is 
cut in half, the English production, par
ticularly with the new automatic ma
chinery which we are supplying to them, 
under lend-lease I may say, is going to 
permit them to export to this coun
try textiles to take the place of prac
tically all which are now made here. 

The effect of wages is very clear in the 
textile industry. The textile industry was 
formerly located in New England. New 
England lost 75 percent of the textile in
dustry to the South. Why? Because 
wages were lower. That was the only 
reason. It was not because southerners 
were more efficient, or because there was 
better management in the South. It was 
simply because wages. in the South were
lower. If 75 percent of the New England 
textile industry went to the South be
cause wages were lower, thus destroying 
the industry in New England, obviously 
if the English wages, which are only half 
what they are in the South, operate as a 
factor, we are going to lose the textile 
industry in the United States, and it will 
move to England. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator 
from Kentucky? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. We have a trade 

agreement with Switzerland and France 
with respect to cotton manufactures. 
Those two countries compete with us in 
the European region in the manufacture 
of textiles. The treaty with Switzerland 
became effective on February 15, 1936, and 
that with France became effective on 
June 15, 1936. The following year, 1937, 
we produced in the United States $1,228,-
000,000 worth of cotton textiles, and we 
imported 2.3 percent of that amount from 
those countries. Two years later, in 1939, 
we produced $1,012,000,000 worth of cot
ton textiles, and imported only 1.8 per
cent of our domestic production. So the 
trade agreement with Switzerland and 
France certainly did not injure the cot
ton textile industry in the United States. 

Mr. TAFT. However, let me say that 
the cut made was a very slight one. It 
was a cut from 4'3 percent ad valorem to 
35 percent ad valorem. It was not any
thing like the 50 percent authorized by 
the act. As a matter of fact, the policy 
of the administration did not succeed in 
increasing imports into the United States 
to any considerable extent, because the 
cuts which were made before 1939, before 
the British treaty, were not cuts of any 
particular im!lortance. · 

Mr. BARKLEY. Taking all the na
tions with which we have these trade 
agreements, the amount of our exports 
increased 62 percent; ·arid the amount of 

imports from those same nations in
ci·eased 21 percent. 

.Mr. TAFT. The whole !)2 percent v;·as 
about $100,000,000, if I correctly remem
ber-practically negligible in ·the na
tional income. The subject was ap
proached very ging~rly. But when we 
cam~ to the British treaty, we really be
gan to make reductions. The result is 
shown in the fact that the average rate 
on dutiable products is only 31 percent, 
whereas it was 39 percent when the war 
began. 

There is a long list of products, includ
ing textiles, bicycles, watches, roller 
bearings, and small metal pa-rts of all 
kinds. 

The chemical industry is a good ex
ample of an industry which we built up 
by tariff protection. It cannot compete 
with foreign chemical industry. It never 
was able to compete wtih the German 
chemical industry . . It was greatly han
dicapped by its inability to proceed as 
rapidly as the German industry, particu
larly in .the First World War, when it 
had no tariff protection. 

Other products in the same situation 
are rayon and plastics. Then we come 
to the group of ores-iron ore, copper 
ore, lead ore, and zinc ore, which cannot 
successfully compete with South Ameri
.can ores. 

Then we come to the field of agricul
tural products. The sheep raisers say, 
"If you want to reduce the tariff on wool, 
you can put the sheep industry out of 
business. ·we can quit.". It is perfectly 
obvious-and the figures which they pre
.sent· are entirely convincing-that they 
cannot possibly compete with Australian 
wool. They say, ''Perhaps it is all right 
to put us out of business." Perhaps it is. 
However, at this stage in the world's 
economy, when we do not know what 
the other countries are going to do, and 
when we do not wish to create unem
ployment in the United States, I do not 
believe this is the time to say d~liberately, 
"Here is an industry which we will simply 
wipe off the books and eliminate from our 
economy." 

We have the same difficulty with cattle, 
sugar, flax, linseed oil, and corn. There 
was a time when the Argentine corn came 
into the United States and clearly re
duced the price of corn. In 1944 ap
proximately 8,000,000 bushels of corn 
were imported from the Argentine into 
New Orleans and used for the manufac
ture of molasses. It was cheaper than 
American corn, and it will always be 
cheaper than American corn. 

Soya beans and all the edible oils are 
subject to a decrease in production by 
reason of imports. We have imposed a 
3-cent tax on coconut oil, inedible oil, 
to protect American producers of cot
tonseed oil and other oils. That can 
be reduced under this treaty. It was re
duced once, and the Senate insisted on 
restoring it, if I correctly remember, be
cause it felt that that was an interference 
with this particular industry. 

Anyone who listens to the evidence 
with an open mind will come to the ·con
clusion that if these rates are reduced 
the result will be to put out of business a 
considerable number of American indus
tries. I do not know how many. I do 
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not pretend to say how large a percentage 
of the total would be involved, but per
haps a third of the industries of the 
country would be affected, some more 
seriously and some less seriously. 

Mr. MILLITGN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Among the items 

which the Senator has just mentioned, 
he has named products which go to the 
heart of the economy of perhaps a dozen 
of our western States. When it comes 
to livestock, hides, wool, minerals, dairy 
products, and sugar, those are the prod
ucts on which we live. We are not talk
ing abstractions. All those produc'ts can 
be produced in other countries more 
cheaply than we can produce them here. 
When we let them come in, we shall put 
a dozen States out of business. 

Mr. TAFT. I agree with the Senator 
from Colorado. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. The Senator from 

Ohio has mentioned wool, and the Sen~ 
ator from Colorado ha.s also mentioned ' 
wool. Wool has been one the great out- · 
standing "sore thumbs" in the whole 
tariff structure: It has had its political 
repercussions. As the Senator from 
Ohio will recall, schedule 13 in the Payne• 
Aldrich tariff bill of 1909 affected his 
great and distinguished father very ma
terially. In the Smoot-Hawley Act the 
tar~ff on wool was increased. After that 
tariff went into effect, domestic wool in 
the United States brought a price lower 
than the tariff. We have never 'pro
duced sufficient wool to. supply our· own 
demands. It is in the same catergory 
as watches. We have never produced as 
much wool in this country as we use. 
In an effort to help the wool growers, in 
1930 the tariff on wool was considerably 
increased, and following the enactment 
of that law, wool brought less to the wool 
growers of the United States than the 
tariff on it, which showed that the tariff 
on wool was a mere fetish. It did not af
fect the result, because woo1 certainly 
ought to bring as much as the tariff . on 
it, if it brought no more. ~ 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. In connection with what 

the Senator from Kentucky bas said, 
as I understand, the world price of wool 
today, plus our tariff which has not 
been reduce·d under trade agreements, 
amounts to less than the support price 
which we guarantee for domestic wool. 
For that reason, wool buyers find it 
cheaper to pay the world price for wool 
plus the full amount of the tariff than 
to buy domestic wool. I admit that there 
is a serious situation with respect· to wool 
which will have to be straightened out. 

·Mr. TAFT. Am I to understand that 
the Senator from Vermont favors the 
elimination of the wool industry? 

Mr. AIKEN. The wool industry has 
been going down for years. 

Mr. TAFT. I am only asking whether 
the Senator thinks it should be elimi
nated. I do not know. All I am saying 
is that it would be eliminated if the 

. tari:U were cut in half. 

t __ 

Mr. AIKEN. Oh, no, Mr. President; 
I am not in favor of eliminating it. 
But the fact is that under the trade 
agreements in the last 10 years there 
has been no important reduction in the 
duty on wool. The wool industry is re
ceiving the full protection of the tariff •. 
But we must support the price for wool, 
because the tariff plus the world price 
is still less than the support price. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the argu
ment advanced by the Senator from 
Vermont is similar to that advanced by 
Mr. O'Neal. I asked him, ''If the tariff 
on butter is reduced from 14 to 7 cents, 
what will happen to the butter indus
try?" 

He .said, "I can only answer that ques
tion in one way: It will not be reduced 
to 7 cents." 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr.- President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield in order to 
permit me to make a possible correc
tion? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. A moment ago when 

I referred to the Payne-Aldrich tariff 
bill, I intended to say it was passed in 
1909. One of my colleagues suggests I 
may have said 1939. Of course, I meant 
to say 1909. Two or three tariff bills 
werP. ,Passed subsequent to 1909. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes, Mr. President, I am 
sure the Senator from Kentucky knows 
the difference; because he was here in 
1939. 

Mr. President, we are asked to give to 
the President of the United States the 
power to destroy one or many American 
industries, on the promise that the 
power will not be used to do that. Then, 
how will the President increase imports? 
The purpose of giving the power to the 
President is to increase imports into the 
United •states of dutiable products, and 
all dutiable . products compete with 
American-made products. So, if the 
President of the United States is not 
going to use the power, how will be ob
tain increased imports? If the Presi
dent will not use the power and will not 
in that way increase imports, I say there 
is no use in passing the bill. This bar
gaining weapon, this club, will be of no 
use if it is not used. If we are not willing 
to have it used or if the President does 
not use it, it will be of no use as a bar
gaining power. 

So we must assume that the President 
will use it to the full e*timt to which be 
will be able to use it, if imports into the 
United States are going to be increased. 
In the case of wool, if the President re
duces the tariff he will increase the im
ports of wool into the United States and 
that will absorb the whole wool market. 
If the President decreases 'the tariff on 
butter, the result wm be that vast 
amounts of Danjsh and, oth~r foreign · 
butter will be imported, and that will 
force down the price of butter 7. cents a 
pound. 

Mr. LUCA.S and Mr. BUSHFIELD ad· 
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Ohio yield; and if so, to 
whom? • 

Mr. TAFT. I yield .first to the S.ena..:. 
tor from Illinois. . 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the Sen
_ator from Ohio is using the same argu-

ment that so many of ·the witnesses 
have used. What they fear is fear it
self, so far as this matter is concerned. 

The truth is that up to now the Presi
dent of the United States under the Re
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act has had 
wide latitude in bargaining power, which 
the Senator from Ohio has consistently 
fought. Yet, the butter industry, which 
the Senator from Ohio is telling America 
will be destroyed if the tariff on it is 
reduced 50 percent, has not been touched 
up to now. The only branch of the 
dairy industry which bas been touched 
is the Cheddar cheese branch, and dur
ing the year when Imports came in, they 
amounted to only 1.2 percent of the 
total production in this country; yet, 
during that same year, the Cheddar 
cheese industry sold to the domestic con
sumers more cheese than ever before in 
its history. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under,
stand from the Senator from Maine that 
if all the power granted were used, the 
results would be to increase the· dutiable 
products imported into the United States 
by less than $1,000,000,000. If very lit
tle pf it were used, the result would be 
to increase imports into the United 
States by only several hundred million 
dollars. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President; will the 
Senator from Ohio yield again to me? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. If that is all there is to 

it, then how can the Senator contend 
that many industries will be completely 
put out of business? If the figures of the 
Senator from Maine are correct, and if 
it will increase imports only several 
hundred million dollars, how can the 
Senator from Ohio tell the country that 
the industries to which he has referred 
wm be put out of business? 

Mr. TAFT. Perhaps the Senator mis
understood me. I said it would be less 
than $1,000,000,000-in short, approxi
mately $900,000,000. I say that if there is 
an incr-eas~ in the amount of $900,000,000 
of the imports of selected products on 
which there is now a duty, the result will 
be to put out of business a very large 
number of American industries. 

I think the total wool production of 
the United States is not very large; I 
would suppose it is between $50,000,000 
and $100,000,000 a year. I -am merely 
guessing about that. 

Mr. AIKEN . . Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. The latest figures which 

I ba ve show that for 1940 the wool pro
duction was 449,800,000 pounds, and our 
imports were 223,000,000 pounds during 
that year. So in 1940 we used more than 
the total amount of our production plus 
the imports of 223,000,000 pounds. 

Mr. TAFT. Then I am correct; by 
$100,000,000 of the $900,000,000 approxi
mately the whole wool industry can be 
put out of business. · 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr: TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understand that 

the Senator has been talking about the 
question of power. · 

Mr. TAFT. Ye~ . 

-
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Of course, it is not 

to be claimed at all that if the full au
thority were exercised, all our industries 
would be destroyed; but particular in
dustries might be destroyed. We are 
dealing here with the fundamental ques
tion of power. It occurs to me, if the 
Senator will permit me to proceed for a 
moment, that perhaps I should refer to 
a speech which I was reading. At the 
moment when the Senator from Ohio was 
interrupted, I happened to be reading 
from a speech which was made on the 
floor of the Senate in August 19.32 by a 
distinguished Democratic Senator, one 
of the outstanding constitutional law
yers of our time, Senator Thomas A. 
Walsh of Montana. I think his words 
might be of particular interest to the 
Democratic Senators who now are 
present. 

Senator Walsh of Montana said, on . 
August 10, 1922-and I am reading from 
page 11180 of volume 62, part 2, of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Whatever doubt may be entertained by 
anyone concerning the constitutionality of 
the amendments under consideration, no 
doubt ought to exist in th~ mind of anyone, 
in my judgment, as to their unwisdom. Their 
stoutest defenders will probably disclaim any 
'attachment whatever to the principle they 
represent as a feature of a. permanent tariff 
policy; indeed, they hasten to convey the 
assurance that, were it not for the chaotic 
business conditions which prevail throughout 
the world and the instability of fore!gn ex
change, they could not be induced to em
brace it or even to tolerate it. Some apology, 
Mr. President, is certainly in order for such 
an astounding delegation of the functions of 
Congress to the Executive, vesting him with 
an authority no constitutional monarch may 
exercise, in .character quite like that for the 
assumption of which kings have been brought 
to the block. 

No emergency, however grave, can justify 
the surrender into the hands of the Presi
dent of the taxing power entrusted by the 
people to their representatives in Congress, 
no matter how profound. may be his states
manship or how exalted may be the character 
of the man who for a brief period may be 
~levated to that high office. If this encroach
ment upon the liberties of the people is either 
sanctioned or condoned, there is no man wise 
enough nor prescient enough to foresee the 
ultimate consequences. 

There, Mr. President, in a few pam
graphs a distinguished Democratic Sen
ator, Senator Thomas J. Walsh, pre
dicted pr€cisely what is happening here 
today. 

I 'remember very well, when first I ap
peared before the Finance Committee of 
the Senate, years ago, to protest against 
this conveyance away from Congress of 
its power, making the statement that if a 
grant of power to change the rates 50 
percent were found not to be sufficient 
to accomplish the purposes which the 
Executive might have had in mind, then 
we might confidently look forward to the 
time when request would be made to in
crease the area within which the change 
could be made. Sure enough, when the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreement Extension 
Act was sent to Congress this time, it 
contained a provision extending the area 
within which the reductions could be 
made, so that the formula would be 50 
percent of whatever rate might be in ex
istence. So if a trade . agreement with 

Great Britain 3 or 4 or 5 years ago re
duced the tadffs 50. percent, they could 
be reduced another 50 percent. Logic 
clearly points out that when we start sur
rendering power, there is no end to it. 
It may proceed step by step, and gradu
ally the whole basis of congressional 
functioning is swept away by the grant
ing of power to the Executive. 

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield to me in or
der that I may propound a question to 
the Senator from Wyoming? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BARKLEY. In the speech of Sen

ator Walsh, from which the Senator from 
Wyoming has quoted, the Senator was 
evidently talking about the amendment 
which had been offered to the Tariff Act 
of 1922. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. 
Mr. BARKLEY. Will the Senator ad

vise us what was the amendment which 
was being discussed? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I have not gone 
that far back into the REcORD. I was 
only reading from Senator Walsh's 
speech. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The speech is sup
posed to be pertinent to an amendment 
which was offered. · 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes; but I merely 
called for the RECORD from the Library. 
The speech had to do with the delegation 
of power which was contained in the 
Fordney-McCumber bill. I have not 
read entirely the exact text. 

Mr. BARKLEY. The amendment evi
dently was one which had been offered 
by the administration then in power, 
which sought to do something along the 
line of that which has been followed 
since, and the Senator from Montana 
opposed it. If I assume correctly, the 
argument was against the wisdom of the 
amendment and not against the power 
to be granted. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I .will read that 
part of Senator Walsh's speech also. He 
made an unanswerable argument against 
the delegation of power. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from vVyo

mipg has stated that Senator Walsh 
made an unanswerable argument against 
the delegation of power. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. 
Mr. LUCAS. Is the Senator referring 

to an address which was made by the 
distinguished former Senator from Mon
tana, Mr. Walsh, on the subject of the 
tariff? 

Mr. O'MAHONEY: Yes. I think the 
discussion pertained to the Fordney
McCumber bill. 

Mr. -LUCAS. As the Senator knows, 
Chief Justice Taft later upheld the con
stitutionality of the flexible tariff pro
visions in the Hampton ~ase. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes; that is 
correct. The decision in the Hampton 
case was rendered on the specific point 
that in the law which was under con
struction at that time the standards were 
clearly established, that there was a spe
cific rate to be fixed. I do not think it 
was the Fordney-McCumber law which 
was construed in the Hampton decision. 

Mr. LUCAS. As I recall, Chief' Justice 
Taft's opiniml answered Senator WALSH's 
argument. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should 
like to correct the RECORD in two respects 
regarding wool. In the first place, it is 
not true that the tariff on wool was not 
reduced. It was reduced by the agree
ments with Argentina and Uru.guay in 
1941 and 1943 to substantiaJly 60 per
cent of the former tariff. The reduc
tion was made and the administration 
saw fit to use its power to reduce agri
cultural products. In the second place, 
the entire annual production of wool 
in the United States is approximately 
$140,000,000. If we consider the entire 
picture, the production of wool is one of 
the industries which would suffer se
verely, and face entire elimination. 

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator stated the 
tariff on wool was reduced in 1941 and 
1943. Did that reduction apply to any 
particular amount? 

Mr. TAFT. The tariff was reduced 
mbstantially as to different grades. 

Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator .know 
whether there was any limitation incor
porated in the agreements? 

Mr. TAFT. I do not know. Nothing 
with respect to that point is noted in the 
book. 

Mr. President, I wish to say a few 
words about the importance of foreign 
trade, because I think that foreign trade 
as a producer of prosperity is grossly 
exaggerated in its importance. Our ex
ports in foreign trade since the First 
World War at no time amounted to more 
than approximately 7 percent of our 
national income. They reached as much 
as 7 percent in the period 1925 to 1929, 
when we had one of the highest tariffs 
we ever had. During the period from 
1925 to 1929 our imports and exports 
were greater than they have ever been 
since. 

Not only that, Mr. President, but of the 
$4,000,000,000 worth of annual imports, 
approximately two and one-half billion 
dollars worth came in on the free list. 
In other words, they were not affected 
by any tariff reduction. They are not to 
be affected by the pending bill. The im
portation of all articles which we wish 
to buy, and which we cannot make here 
in the United States, such as coffee, 
chocolate, and tropical products of all 
l.:inds amounts annually to approxi-. 
mately two and one-half billion dollars 
of the total $4,000,000,000. Only one and 
one-half billion dollars represent the 
value or goods which came in over the 
tariff wall .. 

From the Tariff Commission reports 
which the Senator from Maine will pre
sent when he speaks, the total possible 
addition to those imports is approxi
mately $1,ooo.ooo.ooo. over the highest 
tariff wall which we ever had we obtained 
one and one:.half billion dollars worth of 
dutiable products. One billion more of 
imports may be .involved. The portioa 
of our total production which we are 
considering, therefore,. in a country with 
$125,000,000,000 ef national income to
day, is less than 1 percent of our total 
income. Whether jt increases or de
creases in the future, it will have a sub
stantially small effect on the actual' 
prosperity of the country. 



6034 ·coNGRESSIONAL -RECORD-SENATE1 J"u~ 13 
As a matter of fact, Mr. President, 

the cart is being placed be:mre the· horse. 
The prosperity of this country creates 
imports and exports. It creates imports 
by which exports may be paid for. The 
evidence of that fact is perfectly plain 
as shown by the table to which I re
ferred. The table shows the exports and 
imports of United States merchandise 
from 1924 to 1943. I ask unanimous 
consent that the table be printed at this 
point in the RECORD as a part of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

lloreign trade of the United States, 1924-43 
[In millions of dollars] 

Year 

1924.--------- ______ -:_ ---------
1925 .•• ------------------- - ----
1926 .•• ------------------------
1927-----------.. -------.----- . 
1928 ______________ - ------------
1929---------------------------
1930 .•. -----------------------. 
1931. •••••. --------------------
1932.----.---------------------
1933 _______ ------------ --~----. 
1934 _____ ----------------------
1935.--------------------------
1936 ••• ------.--------------- .. 
1937 ----------- ~ ---------------
1938 .••• -----------.-----------
1939 .•• -----------------------. 
1940.--------.. ----------------
1941. .•••.. -. ------------------
1942.------.------------------ -
1943 .•••••••.•.•... --------- r --

Exports of 
United 

States mer
chandise 

4, 498 
4, 819 
4, 712 
4, 759 
6,030 
6,157 
3, 781 
2, 378 
1,576 
1, 647 
2,100 
2, 243 
2, 419 
3, 299 
3,057 
3,123 
3,934 
5,020 
7,960 

12,592 

General 
imports 

3, 610 
4, 227 
4,431 
4,185 
4,091 
4,399 
3,061 
2,091 
1,323 
1,449 
1, 655 
2,047 
2,423 
3,084 
1,960 
2,318 
2,625 
3,345 
2, 743 
3, 361 

Source: Statistical Abstracts of the United States, 
1943, p. 609. 

Mr. TAFT. In substance, the table 
shows that during the years 1924 to 1928 
exports were ap~roaching $5,000,000,000. 
Imports averaged approximately $4,000,-
000,000. In 1926 they reached $4,400,-
000,000. In 1929 the exports were 
$5,167,000,000 and the imports were 
$4,399,000,000. After that, and coinci
dent with a general collapse in all the 
world trade and all domestic business, 
they decreased in 1932 to only a billion 
and a half dollars' worth of exports and 
$1,300,000,000 worth of imports. Then 
they gradually improved up to 1939, 
which may be said to be the last prewar 
year, when the exports reached a value 
of $3,123,000,000 and the imports reached 
a value of $2,318,000,000. As a matter of 
fact, trade treaties were not extensively 
used prior to the war. What will be the 
full effect of what has been done since 
1938 and 1939 no one can tell until 
later. That is one reason why I think 
we should ascertain what the present 
50-percent reduction will bring about 
before we grant more power. 

Mr. President, what I have been saying 
shows that the way to increase imports 
is to increase prosperity in this .country. 
If we can build up prosperity, we will 
have the necessary imports to pay for all 
the exports we can possibly furnish. 
Imports will probably be increased. An 
increase of duty-free imports is far more 
important than the import of dutiable 
imports. Incidentally, it does us no 
ha.rm. If we double the importation of 
dutiable goods, it will threaten the very 
existence of a number of American in-

dustries and will threaten to throw peoo:
ple out of work. If the policy proves 
workable, the most we can hope for is 
an increase of approximately 1 percent 
in the national income of the United 
States. I assert that the entire picture 
of foreign trade and its possibility of ex
pansion by reducing tariffs is grossly ex
aggerated, and that it is not something 
for which we should sacrifice any con
siderable part of the American economy. 

The argument presented here is, very 
briefly, that we must import more goods. 
We must take down our tariff barriers 
and import more goods in order to ex
port more goods. I venture to suggest 
that there is another bottleneck in con
nection with our power to export. I re
fer to the ability of other nations to buy 
our exports, and our ability to compete 
with other nations in our exports. We 
have built up in this country, whether . 
rightly or wrongly, a higher price level 
and a higher wage level than there has 
been built in any other nation of the 
world. It is sometimes said that is due 
to greater efficiency. I suppose that in 
part at least the wage level is due to 
greater efficiency; but it is a little hard 
to say how any part of a price level on 
farm products can be due to greater 
efficiency. It may have an indirect re
sult, but I think all the evidence shows 
that there is something else besides effi
ciency. Whether rightly or wrongly, we 
have deliberately protected our wage 
levels and our price levels. We have per
mitted the unions to push constantly for 
higher wages even though they might 
be uneconomic, if the industry involved 
had to compete with world-industry. We 
have boosted farm prices, deliberately in 
some cases; and the result has been that 
we have created a wage and price level 
·which is above that of the other nations 
of the world. I think it is not merely a 
question of a higher standard of living. 
We have a higher standard of living, 
which, . to an extent, is the product of 
greater efficiency; so that we can stand 
the competition of the rest of the world; 
but entirely apart from that, we have 
gone on and built up a higher price level 
and wage level entirely apart from any 
question of efficiency. 

It is a little dimcult to make a com-· 
parison of prices. Taking sugar; sugar 
in Java, for instance, sells at 2 cents a 
pound, whereas it sells in the United 
States at 4%. cents a pound. In July 
1939 wheat was selling in the United 
States at 80 cents a bushel, while Cana
dian wheat was selling for 52 cents a 
bushel. If we take all the tariff off wheat 
there will obviously be a leveling of prices. 
It may be that our wheat is artificially 
priced, and I agree; it may be that if we 
could reduce our price level and our wage 
level by 20 percent, and put them more in 
line with world levels, we could have just 
as high a standard of living and be just 
as well off; but let anyone try to reduce 
the wage levels in the United States 20 
percent. Let anyone try to r,educe farm 
prices 20 percent overnight by Govern
ment fiat. It is something that cannot 
be done; it is not a matter that is feasible; 
it is a conditlon.and not a theory. We 
have a higher price level and we have a 
higher wage level. It is very clear for 

instance that the workmen in the textile 
mills in this country are much mu.re ef
ficient_ than the English workmen. but it 
is not true that they are twice as efficient, 
although they get twice as much money 
as the English textile workers. I ~annot 
understand how today, in view 0f the 
wages paid in other countries, we can 
hope to build up any great volume of 
export trade. 

England is absolutely dependeht on 
exporting 50 percent more goods than 
she exported before the war. En11;land 
must do it. She is going to make the 
goods she produces at a cheaper pric-e in 
competition with us, even if she ha~ to 
reduce the English standard of living in 
order to do so. England cannot help 1t; 
she will have to do it. 

CertainlY, it is . going to be easy for a 
couple of years, because industries tn 
o~her countries have not ·started, bnt 
once they start we are not going to be 
able to compete with them in foreign 
trade, except in the case of a very lim
ited number of products which we have 
some very special ability to produce. Is 
it true that we shall always be ahead in 
mass-productien industries? What is 
to prevent Henry Ford from starting a 
factory in England and a factory in -Rus
sia and making automobiles in Russia 
for the Russians and in England for the 
English? Why should he not? Every
body knows now what machinery is nec
essary. We hav.e the know-how; but the 
people of other countries can come here 
and acquire the know-how, construct 
their own factories, and build up their 
own mass-production enterprises. The 
original argument for free trade was that 
a particular country had a particular 
know-how, and that the people of no 
other country could acquire it in order 
to make a given article, that they had 
skilled workmen who could make it~ 
That argument, however, is no longer 
tenable, because, with communications 
and knowledge and information what 
they are today, mass production can be 
transferred from one country to another. 
Let us not forget the policy deliberately 
indicated in the Colmer report, that we 
ought to export $3,000,000,000 of capital 
every year for the next 10 years. That is 
a part of the same theory of expanding 
foreign trade. So far as I can see, there 
is nothing to prevent the building up in 
many other nations· the same mass-pro
duction industries which we think are our 
exclusive property and in which we think 
we are going to be particularly emcient. 
Is the Japanese workman any less effi
cient than the American? Is the Euro
pean unable to learn to operate a ma
chine? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I merely want to 
venture a suggestion that there is a very 
good reason why Henry Ford will not · 
establish a factory in Russia. I think the 
reason is obvious, is it not? 

Mr. TAFT. The Russians can build a 
factory and then ask Henry Ford to 
operate it or ask him to send his experts. 
That has happened over and over ar;::a-in. 
We have built _ under lease-lend a half· a 



, 

1945 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6035 
dozen oil-refin.lrig plants in various 
places, and now we are being asked to 
send over experts to teach them how to 
operate the oil plants, and we are going 
to send them under lend-lease. That is 
the understanding. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Henry Ford would 
not operate because Russia would not 
permit a private enterprise, would it? 

Mr. TAFT. Russia gives concessions; 
she is not entirely wedded to socialism. 
Russia insists on state ownership, but 
would be perfectly willing to have Ameri
can engineers operate a plant. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There is another 
question I should like to ask concerning 
a matter about which I am not clear. 
The Senator from Ohio says that for
eign trade is not so important. Does the 
Senator think it is fair to measure its 
importance solely in dollars and the 
amount of commodities exported? What 
I have in mind is the case of cotton. We 
will say that, roughly, 50 percent is ex
ported, and in the past it has made all 
the difference in the world whether oper
ations could be continued in the South. 
Is it not true that if cotton producers 
are prosperous, their prosperity gener
ates an enormous amount of internal 
trade which really can be traced to the 
external trade? 

Mr. TAFT. I think the Senator mis
understood me. I may have said what 
he has indicated, but I did not mean to 
say foreign trade is not important. What 
I intended to say was that the tariff bill 
we have been debating does not mean an 
important increase in foreign trade, be
cause two-thirds of our foreign trade 
consists of duty-free products, and that 
trade will increase, anyway. With an in
come of $125,000,000,000 a year, we are 
bound to import somewhere between 
three and five billion dollars of non
dutiable imports. Payment for those im
ports provides the dol!ars to foreign 
countries to enable them to buy our cot
ton. In other words, regardless of the 
tariff, regardless of whether we abolish 
it, regardless of whether we raise it, 
plenty of necessary imports will continue 
to come in and create the necessary 
dollars to enable foreign countries to pay 
for the things we have to export. The 
trouble is that when we increase the 
number of dollars in foreign pockets, we 
find that they all go to buy manufac
tured products in the United States and 
not go to buy cotton, unless we subsidize 
cotton. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If it is not so im
portant, I do not see why the Senator 
should be so vigorous in his opposition, if 
we happen to think it is important. Why 
does the Senator care, if it is not impor
tant? 

Mr. TAFT. I think it is important 
whether we destroy a number of Amer
ican industries. The total number of 
products which would be affected perhaps 
would not be overwhelmingly great, prob
ably not over a third, and the other two
thirds at the present time are rather 
safe. I question whether they will be in 
the future, but they are today. But that 
is not so large a volume. Increased trade 
will not have much effect on prosperity, 
but a good many thousand people would 
be deprived of work, and I do not think 

we ought to deprive them of work at the 
present time, as would happen if a cer
tain number of industries were abolished. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Can the Senator 
point to any industry of importance that 
has been put out of business or seriously 
damaged during the past 10 years of the 
operation of the trade-agreements pro
gram? 

Mr. TAFT. I think I have answered 
that before. I gave a list of some six 
which had been seriously injured. I 
pointed out that there was very little 
reduction, that as a matter of fact the 
big reduction in treaties was made from 
the first of January 1939, in the British 
treaty, and in treaties since that date, 
which have not been tried; that in 1938, 
the last year before the treaty with Great 
Britain was made, the duties on dutiable 
imports were still 39 percent higher than 
the Fordney-McCumber tariff rates, and 
that they are now only 31 percent, ac
cording to the rates which have been put 
into effect. We never had a trial under 
those circumstances. 

I think the Smoot-Hawley tariff rates 
were too high. I think they could stand 
a very reasonable reduction. I think the 
people who represented that they could 
not operate without those rates exagger
ated, probably. But there was the prin
ciple, and I do not think it would. be pos
sible to protect those industries and pre
vent their destruction if the rates were 
reduced to 25 percent of the Smoot
Hawley tariffs. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. One further ques
tion. In reference to cotton, which, as 
the Senator knows, is the principal crop 
in my State, and throughout the South, 
if we were not able to export cotton, it is 
very likely, as I think all agricultural ex
perts agree, that our States would go 
into the production of beef and dairy 
products. The opposition of the Sena
tors from the Western States, where 
much of our beef has traditionally been 
produced, might be considered in that 
light, that the competition which would 
be generated as the result of cutting off 
our export markets for cotton would 
hurt them quite as much as importing a 
little beef from Canada or Argentina. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator means that 
if they went into the cattle business they 
would give up the production of cotton 
and there would not be the export of 
50 percent of the product raised in those 
States, as at present? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is very likely, 
and my own opinion is that it is most 
likely that we would produce beef and 
dairy products, which we can produce, 
I think, effectively in competition with 
many of the Western States .. As the 
Senator knows, the cotton industry is 
more or less traditional, and its roots go 
back many years. 

Mr. TAFT. I venture to think that if 
the Senator's State built up a cattle in· 
dustry, it would not be very serious com
petition, that the consumption of beef 
would increase, and that there would 
not be any great effect, because of the 
increase in prosperity brought about by 
that. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If that be true, I 
do not see why imports of beef from 
other countries could not be absorbed in 
the same way. 

Mr. TAFT. Largely because of the 
fact that they come in at a lower price. 
,The difficulty we have gotten ourselves 
into is that with us cotton is selling at 
22 cents, while it is selling in Brazil at 
16 cents. How can we hope to export 
cotton unless we subsidize it? We have 
gotten into such a condition that our 
price level is higher than the price levels 
of the rest of the world, and if we let 
beef in without any tariff-! do not 
think the tariff keeps it out, but it is 
kept out by the foot and mouth disease 
regulation-if we let it in, it simply means 
we will lower the price of our beef to the 
point where our beef producers will not 
be able to produce any beef, and they will 
have to go out of business. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Sena

tor from Arkansas did not speak quite 
loudly enough for the senior"' Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] to hear 
him, and it was to that Senator, I as
sume, he was addressing his remarks. 
The Senator from Wyoming was a little 
preoccupied at the time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. No: the Senator 
from Wyoming bases his argument pure
ly on the constitutional ground; I under
stand he has no interest whatever in 
beef. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think he was the 
only one who came under the definition 
of western Senator opposing this meas
ure who was immediately availa.ble. 
However, I think the Senator from Ar
kansas should bear in mind that it is 
the accepted and announced policy of 
this administration, and of Mr. Clayton, 
who is administering our foreign eco
nomic affairs, that the export of cotton is 
to be ended. He made that entirely clear 
before the committee which discussed his 
nomination, and he announced that, so 
far as he was concerned, and so far as 
he had anything to do with the matter, 
cotton would not be an export commod
ity hereafter, because the American 
people would not continue to pay the 
subsidy. As the Senator from Ohio 
pointed out, that is essential in order 
for them to engage in world commerce. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. "Will the Senator 
from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. To so engage on 

the present prices, but I think the leading 
cotton people . believe that, through 
mechanization, tb,ey are going to pe able 
materially to reduce the cost of the pro
duction of cotton. It is the general view 
in my State that they expect to be able 
to do that. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Would not the Sen
ator accept the views of Mr. Clayton as 
one who is at least somewhat familiar 
with the cotton industry, in view of his 
considerable activity in it not only here 
but in Brazil, so that he presumably 
knows something about the cost of pro
duction? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
mean that Mr. Clayton made the state
ment considering increased efficiency of 
production, that would happen under 
present conditions? 

Mr. BREWSTER. He said it would be 
impossible for the United States, undef_ 
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any development he could contemplate, 
and his knowledge of it, to be permanent 
participants in the world cotton market, 
and he anticipated also that the smaller 
cotton growers of the old South in any 
event would be eliminated. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, may I 
ask when Mr. Clayton made any such 
statement? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Before the commit
tee which was hearing the question of his 
nomination, the Committee on Foreign 
Relations, when he was interrogated very 

I carefully by the Senator from Alabama 
I [Mr. BANKHEAD] on this very statement of 
1 policy, with which the Senator from Ala-
bama sharply disagreed. 

1 Mr. GEORGE. I am sure he never 
made any such statement before the 

· Committee on Finance. 
Mr. BREWSTER. This was before the 

Committee on Foreign Relations. . 
Mr. GEORGE. I am sure he holds ex

actly the contrary view. 
Mr. BREWSTER. The statement was 

made, as I have said, before the Com-
1 mittee on Foreign Relations. · 

Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator 
1 
misunderstood Mr. Clayton, and I know 
he would not want to miSrepresent him. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Certainly, I would 
not, and I shall check the record, and 

' correct it if I am in error. 
1 Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

I Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
1 Mr. YOUNG. Under our agricultural 
1 program, over a period of years the farm
! er was limited in the amount of wheat 
i he could plant, and that was also true 
in the case of sugar beets, until last year. 

I Any importation whatever of any agri-

1

·. cultural product may put the American 
farmer out of business, or some farm 

1 worker out of a job, or deprive some re-

I 
turning soldier of a chance to go into 
the farming business and make some 

I money I cannot for the life of me see 
l how the tariffs on some agricultural 
products can be reduced without putting 
somebody out of business. 

During 1944, in the State of North Da
kota, we produced more than 360,000,000 
bushels of grain and potatoes, 2,000,000 
head of cattle, and a million hogs, and 
if we had lower tariff rates, and the pro
ducers of those commodities were out of 
business, we would not have them to 
count on now during this food crisis. 

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. TUNNELL. I merely wanted to 

say, with reference to the interrogation 
of Mr. Clayton, that Mr. Clayton was very 
positive in his statement tha-t the Amer
ican people would have to reduce the cost 
of production so as to compete with the 
rest of the world. I was on the commit
tee and heard his testimony; I think all 
his testimony, but that was his position; 
that we could not permanently continue 
to subsidize and compete with the world. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I hope 
very much that the cost of production of 
cotton in the United States can be re
duced, but I venture to point out that in 
the other cotton-producing areas of the 
world people have just begun to grow 
cotton, and have the most modern meth
ods, and just as fast as we invent a new 

cotton picker they will have the new cot .. 
ton picker, and their labor will still be 
paid one-half to one-tenth what labor 
is paid in the South of the United States, 
under the wage-and-hour law and other 
laws. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Ohio yield? 

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. How will refusal to ex
tend the Trade Agreements Act prevent 
Brazilian cotton from taking away our 
market in Europe? 

Mr. TAFT. It will not. At the mo
ment the only solution of the cotton 
problem is to subsidize the export of cot
ton on the ground that it is a social prob
lem which bas to be taken care of. I do 
not know of any other immediate solu
tion. 

I merely wish to point out, however, 
that if we should put up the tariff wall 
100 percent on the one-third of imports 
which are dutiable, the other two-thirds 
would provide enough in the way of im
ports, with reasonable prosperity in this 
country, perhaps three or four billion 
dollars worth, to provide dollars to buy 
all our cotton exports. . 

The trouble is that the cotton export
ers are competing with the automobile 
exporters and every other business con
cern in the United States that is making 
a product which perhaps may be ex
ported. 

A plan has been proposed by the Sen
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] to 
require that when imports came in, the 
dollars received therefor shall be used 
only to export agricultural products. 
It may be that something of that sort 
can be worked out, though it is a pretty 
difficult thing to do. 

The p!'ice level of farm products and 
of other products in this country is con
siderably higher than the w.orld level. 
In January 1939 the price of wheat was 
81 cents in this country and 52 cents in 
Canada; the price of oats was 31 cents 
here and 25 cents in Canada; the price 
of barley was 51 cents here and 35 cents 
in Canada; the price of apparel wpol was 
64 cents here and 41 cents in Canada; 
the price of cotton yarns here was 21.21 
cents, one type, another type 26 cents 
in New York and 19 cents in Manchester, 
another one 31 cents in the United States 
and 20 cents in England. On another 
product the price was 31 cents in the 

·United States and 20 cents in England. 
On still another it was 45 cents in the 
United States and 35 cents in England. 
On wool tops it was 90 cents here and 
49 cent& in England. On worsted yarn 
it was $1.30 here and 70 cents in England. 
·on sodium sulphate it was $21 a ton here, 
$15 a ton in Canada, and $16 a ton in 
the United Kingdom. -

The point I make is that we have es
tablished a higher price level, and if we 
remove entirely or cut -the tariff on all 
farni products in half, we will force down 
the price level here. There is no ques
tion about that. That cut is either going 
to come out of the taxpayer's pocket or 
out of the pockets of the farmer, one or 
the other~ I do not know which. 

It is said that the t.rade-treaty system 
is necessary for private enterprise in the 

world. That is what Mr. Lippmann said. 
I do not see any potency in such a con
tention. Whether England bas restric
tions or does not have restrictions~ there 
will still be private traders in England. 
That is the system the English believe 
in. But if we create a condition whereby 
we knock down the ·price level of all 
agricultural products, then without any 
question we are going to have the Gov
ernment step into the agricultural field 
again, and we will have regimentation 
of agricultural production, and large 
subsidies will be paid out of the pockets 
of the taxpayers, which is a more direct 
attack on the private enterprise system, 
I think, than anything else that can be 
done. 

Incidentally, why are all the Com
munists and left-wing adherents in favor 
of this proposal? Because they want to 
force people into the mass-employment 
industries. That is where the CIO, with 
its PAC, is strong. They want to get rid 
of the craft unions and build up their 
industries and make this a country of 
mass-production industries. That is the 
reason they are for this plan. They are _ 
for it because they know that if it re
sults in creating a great deal of employ
ment in the other fields, it is going to 
make for trouble in this country and 
make ·for demands that the Government 
step in and spend large amounts of 
money and build up and regiment our 
economy. That is why all the left
wingers are for the proposal. That is 
why the Communists are issuing pam
phlets in favor of it. That is why the 
PAC every moment of the day is sending 
telegrams favoring it. 

Do Senators think that kind of econ
omy is what we should have in the 
United States? Is it not a good deal 
better to have thousands of small in
dustries? Is it not better to have an 
economic set-up which contains all types 
of industry, in which all types are rep
resented, and in which every craft in 
this country may be developed? Per-

. haps we cannot take care of everything, 
but when war comes, then under such a 
plan we can build up a strong industry, 
I do not think it is desirable for this 
country to turn entirely to the mass
production industries. 

Mr. President, it is not a question of 
efficiency that is involved. Our textile 
workers are as efficient as any in the 
world. Our workers are just as efficient 
as the British workers. But the reason 
is that the standard. of living is lower in 
other countries than in this country. 
Their cost of cotton is lower; · their cost 
of wool is lower. If we were to take off 
all tariffs, it would mean that other coun
tries with less efficient industry could 
step in, perhaps, and eliminate more effi
cient industries in the United States of 
America. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FUL
BRIGHT in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Ohio yield to the Senator from 
Wyoming? -

Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. ROBER'ISON. I received a letter 

this morning from which I should like 
to read one paragraph. The letter is 
from Mr. Howard D. Salins, managing 
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. director of Flax and Fiber. The address 
·of this concern is 6423 North Newgard 
Avenue, Chicago 26, Ill. I read: 

For your information and in the interests 
· of American farmers and the country as a 
whole we are passing on to you the report 
gathered by our radio monitor yesterday 
(Sunday) night, that the United States De~ 
partment of State has entered into another 
trade agreement with the Argentine whereby 
the United States of America will ship her 
500,000,000 gallons of precious gasoline in re~ 
turn from her of flaxseed. 

If that be true, Mr. President, and I 
have only this letter to vouch for it, it 
seems to me a strong argument in favor 
of the position taken by my distinguished 
colleague [Mr. O'MAHONEY] that all 
trade treaties should be subject to Sena~ 
torial approval. If we are going to drain 
our pre~ent resources, which once taken 
fiom the earth can never be replaced, 

·for agricultural products which can be 
·grown year after year, I think most deft~ 
nitely such arrangements should be sub-
ject to senatorial action. 

Mr. TAFT. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. TAFT. I yield. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to 

clear up the matter of Mr. Clayton's tes
timony. I have before me a copy of the 
hearings. From a reading of them it 
seems to me he very clearly indicated 
that he proposed the elimination of the 
southern cotton growers from the world 
market because of the impossibility of 
their competing. I can read portions 

- of his testimony which seem to me clear
ly to bear this out. On page 59 of the 
hearings befm~e · the Committee on For~ 
eign Relations of the United States Sen
ate, when there was being discussed the 
question of increased production in 
South America, the Senator from Ala~ 
bama [Mr. BANKHEAD] asked Mr. Clay~ 
ton regarding his position as to the cot

-ton growers in the Soutb. Mr. Clayton 
said: 

I think that with Government h.elp he 
ought to be put in a r;osition where he can 
ooerate without Government help; yes, sir; 
tl1at is what I believe. 

Senator BANKHEAD. But you want that 
Government help to continue over a long 
period of years? 

1\!Ir. CLAYTON. I think it WOUld probably 
take from 5 to 10 years to reconvert the cot~ 
ton 'icdustry. 

Senator BANKHEAD. And you believe in one 
wol'ld price fer cotton? 

r.:Ir. CLAYTON. Yes, sir; I do. 
Senator BANKHEAD. You believe the Amer

' ican southerner should be required to sell his 
cotto:a at the some price that the cheap 

, Indian worker and the Egyptian worker get 
for t:peir products? 

Mr. CLAYTON. No, sir; I do not thinlt: that 
he sbot:lj be required to do it. 

Senator BANKHEAD. Well, not required; but 
if he did not have a market otherwise he 
would be required, would he not? 

Mr. CLAYTON. Yes, that is right. 
Senator BANKHEAD. So, in effect, that is 

what it means? 
ll:lr. CLAYTON. In effect it means this, Sen~ 

ator BANKHEAD-that if in time the produc
tion of cotton cannot shift to more efficient 
lands, more efficient means of production, 
so as to meet this competition, then the 

·Government has got to help the cotton 
farmer get out of that business and get into 
something else. 

Mr. Clayton's testimony continues ·on 
the next' page. I shall read only the per
'tinent part:· 

Senator BANKHEAD. Well, you lmow, there 
is a difference of about seven or eight cents 
in the world price of cotton and the Ameri~ 
can price of cotton? 

11.1r. CLAYTON, Yes. 

Then Mr. Clayton takes up Secretary 
'Wickard's plan. This is Mr. Clayton 
speaking: 

· If the plan of Secretary Wickard, that I 
and that others advocate, is not adopted, 
then you are going to continue with the 
present plan presumably, which is to pro
duce twelve, thirteen, or fourteen million 
bales of cotton a year, which you cannot sell. 
Now, I do not know how long the United 
States Government can go along with that 
kind of thing. 

Mr. Clayton proceeded to make it per
fectly clear that he did not believe the 

. subsidy program should continue. He 
did indicate, as I think the Senator from 
Georgia indicated, that it might be pos~ 
sible for areas in the West to compete 
with the world price, but he did not 
believe it was possible in what we charac~ 
terize as the Old South. It was from that 
statement that I gained my impression 
that he expected to reconvert what we 
call the southern cotton growers into 
growers of some other products, and that 
they could not possibly hope to continue 

·an economy under which they were ex-
porting cotton in the world markets. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I desire to 
make one thing perfectly clear. I do 
not want to decry the importance of for
eign trade. What I wish to point out is 
that all this cry about how we are going 
·to increase trade by reducing the tariff 
seems to me to boil down to a very small 
percentage, and one. that cannot possibly 
have any broad effect on the exports of 
the United States and on increased na
tional income of the United States. Af~ 
ter all, even 1 percent of additional im
ports, which might produce 1 percent of 
additional exports, is not a net gain in 
our national income, because if · that 1 
percent were not imported: part of it, at 
least, would be made in the United States. 
The argument is that if we want to ex
port something, we must import some
thing to help the other fellow pay for it. 
But if we import something we must cre
ate an American market for those im
ports; and if we can enlarge our Ameri
can market for imports, we can enlarge 
our American market for American-

,.made goods. The foreign goods might 
be somewhat cheaper; but an increase 
of 1 percent in imports would result 
in an increase of only a fraction of 1 
percent in the national income of 'the 
-United States. 

I see no reason to think that the pro~ 
posed reduction co_uld have a substantial 
effect on the prosperity -of the United 
States. I can see how it might lead to 
perhaps $1,000,000,006 worth of imports, 
and that $1,000,000,000 of imports might 
destroy many small American industries, 
throw many people out of work, and cre
ate a condition which we could not suc
·cessfully meet without Government aid 
and Government spending. 

Mr. President, I wish to make only one 
further point. The argument is that in 

some way international trade makes for 
peace. I do not see why it makes for 
peace. I have never seen the argument 
followed through. There is very little 
evidence that wars have resulted from 
economic conflict-certainly not from 
quotas, so far as I can see. Most wars 
have resulted from a desire for power, 
the development of totalitarian leaders, 
or excessive nationalism. There is no 
evidence that I know of that import 
quotas and refusal to accept the imports 
·of a particular country have produced 
war. It seems to me that unlimited com~ 
petition in international trade is more 
likely to produce international friction. 
It has produced international friction in 
the past. The Underwood tariff certain
ly did not. bring peace. It was followed 
by the First World War. The reciprocal 
trade agreements were followed by the 
Second World War. 

There is no concrete evidence that free 
trade ever brought peace. During. the 
nineteenth century, when the British 
had free trade, when they were seeking 
trade in every corner of the globe, more 
wars were started. Markets were 
grabbed and lands were seized in order 
that there might be trade with · other 
countries. After all, Japan: was an iso
lated country until we broke in and 
insisted upon her entering into world 
trade. The result of the insistence that 
Japan enter into world trade was not 
anything that we can consider as a gen

·erally successful move for peace. 
I do not see any evidence that quotas 

and exchange restrictions have brought 
war. As I see it, we have on)y one prob
'lem. There may be countries so lacking 
·in self -sufficiency and in markets that 
they cannot buy the things which they 
ought to have to feed themselves and to 
keep their economic machinery running. 
If there are any such countries, under 
the guidance of the San Francisco Con
ference and of the Social and Economic 
Council, and with their approval, I think. 
we could enter into bilateral treaties with 
those countries. If .Cz=choslovakia must 
export a certain number of shoes, I think 
it would be fair enough for us to say, 
''We will take our share to help this par~ 
ticular economic sore spot in the world.'' 
I have no objection to bilateral treaties 
·of that kind; but this proposal is a pro
posal to reduce all tariffs to all nations, 
whether they need it or not. Therefore 
it has no relation to world peace. · It is 
simply an economic policy which I think 
will tend to bring destruction .and un
employment in this country, rather than 
prosperity and peace. 

Mr. President, I should like to add that 
so far as I am concerned, I do not wish 
to go back to the orig.inal tariff-making 
policy by which Congress, through log~ 
rolling methods, made the tariffs. I 
should be perfectly willing to delegate 
to a tariff commission the power to make 
tariffs, provided we could lay down in 
'the law sufficiently definite standards so 
that the commission would be bound by 
such standards, and so that those who 
are injured by the failure of the commis
sion could go to court and have the law 
interpreted, and compel the administra
tive board to conform to the standards 
laid down by Congress. 
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I hope that 2 or 3 years from now, 

when this act again comes before us for 
consideration-because I assume that in 
some form it will be extended, and I see 
no great objection to extending it at the 
present time, although I do not approve 
of the principle of unlimited delega
tion-we may have presented a per
manent . tariff policy by which a board 
may fix tariffs, at rates which will pro
tect American industries, with such ex
ceptions as Congress see fit to make, or 
with the exception of industries produc
"ing only a very small proportion of the 
total consumption requirements of the 
United States. I believe very strongly 
that such a system can be devfsed, and I 
hope that such a system may be pre
sented 2 or 3 years from now. 

Inasmuch as there are no standards, 
and inasmuch as this is a request to give 
the President arbitrary power to estab
lish any tariff he pleases, and destroy 

. any vulnerable industry he pleases, and 
inasmuch as there is no proposal to 

. write any standards into the law, I in
tend to vote for the amendment of the 

; Senator from Wyoming, which provides 
· that after a treaty is made it shall come 
back to Congress for ratification. I do 
not think that is tbe best method of 
dealing with the problem. I would 
rather have the standards prescribed in 
advance, and have the Commisison au
thorized to inake tariffs under those 
standards, which I hope would protect 
every important American industry. 

Mr. President, I cannot understand the 
reason why today, without having first 
tried the 50-percent cut, without having 
first tried the 31-percent tariff on du ... 
tiable products, we should suddenly, -

· without having any experience with such 
tariffs, step into a 16-percent tariff, a 
tariff which certainly would wipe out a 
very considerable number of industries 
if the power were used. I do not believe 
that we can escape our responsibility for 
the destruction of those industries and 
the unemployment which would result 
by saying "We do not think the President 
will exercise those powers." 

The - PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the first committee 
amendment. 

I Mr. WIDTE. I sugge~t the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. . 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 
Aiken 
Austin 
Ball 
Bankhead 
Barkley 
Bilbo 
Brewster 

• Bridges 
· Briggs 
Brooks 
Buck 
Burton 

' Butler 
Capper· 

· Chavez 
Donnell 
Downey 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Fulbright 
George 
Gerry 
Green 

Guffey 
Hart 
Hatch 
Hayden 
Hill 
Hoey 

O'Mahoney 
Overton 
Pepper 
Radcliffe 
Reed 
Robertson 
Saltonstall 
Shlpstead 
Smith 

Johnson, Colo. 
Johnston, S. C. 
La Follette 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McKellar 
Magnuson 
Mead 

-= Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tunnell 
Tydings 
Wagner 
Walsh 
Wherry 
White 

Millikin 
Mitchell 
Moore 
Morse 
Murdock 

· Murray 
Myers 
O'Daniel 

Wiley 
Wilson 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty
eight Senators have answered to their 
names. A quorum is present. 

The clerk will state the first commit
tee amendment. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 1, 
after line 7, it is proposed to strike o~t :_ 

SEC. 2. (a) The second sentence of sub· 
section (a) {2) of such section, as amended 
(U. S. C., 1940 ed., SJ.lpp. IV, title 19, sec. 
1351 (a) (2)), is amended to read as fol· 
lows: "No proclamation shall be made in
creasing or decreasing by more than 50 per· 
cent any rate of duty, however established, 
existing on January 1, 1945, (even though 
temporarily suspended by act of Congress) 
or transferring any article between the duti· 
able and free lists." 

(b) The proviso of subsection (b) of such 
section (U. S. C., 1940 ed., sec, 1351 {b)) 
is amended to read as follows: "Provi ded, 
That the duties on such an article shall in no 
case be increased or decreased by more than 
50 percent of the duties, however established, 
existing on January 1, 1945 (even though 
temporarily SJ.lspended by act of Congress)." 

SEC. 3. Such section 350 is further amended 
by adding at the end thereof a new sub· 
section to read as follows: 

"(d) f1) When any rate of duty has been 
increased or decreased for the duration of 
war or an emergency, by agreement or other
wise, any further increase or decrease shall 
be computed upon this basis of the postwar 
or posteme1·gency rate carried in such agree· 
ment or otherwise. 

"{2) Where under a foreign trade agree
ment the United States has reserved the un
qualified right to withdraw or modify, after 
the termination of war or an emergency, a 
rate on a specific commodity, the rate on 
such commodity to be considered as 'exist
ing on January 1, 1945,' for the purpose of this 
section shall be the rate which would have 
existed if the agreement had not been en
tered into; 

"(3)_ No proclamation shall be made pur
suant to this section for the purpose of carry
ing out any foreign trade agreement the 
proclamation with respect to which ha~ been 
terminated in whole by the President prior 
to the date this subsection is enacted." 

And insert: 
SEc. 2. Such section 350 is amended by 

adding at the end thereof a new subsection 
to read as follows: 

"{d) No proclamation shall be made pur
suant to this section for the purpose of carry
ing out any foreign trade agreement the 
proclamation with respect to which has been 
terminated in whole by the President prior 
to the date this subsection is enacted." 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, this is 
the amendment about which I spoke 

- briefly yesterday a{ternoon. For the rea
sons I stated and for other obvious rea-· 
sons, I am asking the Senate to disagree 
to the amendment-in other words, to 
vote it down. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY obtained the floor. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield. 
Mr. WILEY. I desire to speak briefly 

on the proposed legislation. 
Mr. President, I wish first to compu .. 

ment the speakers who have expressed 
their ideas on this very important sub
~ect. Yesterday I listened with great in..
terest and with profit. I also had the 
privilege of listenini to ~Y Republican 

brethren today, and I may say that I 
listened to·them also with great profit. 

In all matters with regard to which the 
human mind has a faculty of disagreeing, 
we find that individuals state their own 
premises and then draw certain conclu
sions from them. I had not expected to 
speak today; I had desired to review some 
briefly written notes this evening and 
make my comments tomorrow; but, in 
view of the fact that we are apparently 
proceeding at an accelerated pace, I have 
agreed to carry on for a brief period this 
afternoon. _ 

As I have already said, Mr. President, 
I wish to present briefly a few thoughts 
with regard to the pending bill which 
'Would extend and widen the President's 
authority under section 350 of the Tariff 
Act of 1930. 

As with so many other important is
sues which have been under considera
tion in the past, I think a great deal of 
buncombe or loose thinking has been 
built up around the issue which has 
arisen in this instance. It is essential 
that the buncombe be displaced by a 
l'ealistic appraisal of the facts and of the 
issue. It is to this end that I humbly 
contribute the thoughts I am about to 
express. 

MI:. President, the Senate has con
sidered the tariff question on innumer
abiy previous occasions, as well as dur .. 
ing the past day or so. In my opinion, 
the following facts stand out in the pres
ent controversy, and I now summarize 
them: 

First. The policy of bilateral reciproc
ity is a Republican policy in its origin, 
and in its constitutional .applications. 

Second. The tariff-making power is a: 
Congressional power. 

Third. America's standard of living, 
and her wages are tremendously high 
in comparison with those of the other 
nations of the world. 

Fourth. There is a wide difference, both 
in the nature of tariffs and in the com
modities covered by tariffs. 

Fifth. America's great market in her. 
home market. 

Sixth. The actual results of the re
ciprocal trade agreements have not yet 
been established. I am sure that the 
discussion this afternoon has clearly 
demonstrated that fact. The agreements 
with the United Kingdom did not go 
into effect until 1939. So we have no 
yardstick with which to measure results. 

Seventh. It has been established that 
the Tariff Act did not cause the world
wide depression. 

Eighth. It has been established that 
instead of being a breeder of war, the 
tariff act actually niay serve to prevent 
war. 

Ninth. We do not now know what will 
be the postwar international trade pic
ture, or what will be any part of it. It 
is all a matter of conjecture. No one 
can read the comments being made in 
relation to tbe compact which is being 
drawn up at San Francisco, and no one 
can listen to radio commentators with-: 
out a realization that world conditions 
are in a state of flux. One commentator 
will speak about the child which is about 
to be born at San Francisco as a wee. 
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step forward, and another will speak of 
it as being of no constructive importance 
whatever. 

Mr. President, I repeat that we do not 
know what will be the postwar interna
tional trade picture. Trade, as we have 
learned during the past few years, in 
most instances is not a matter of agree
ment. I t is a mat ter of life and death 
among the nations. Only today it has 
been stat ed in the press that Canada is 
redncing the gold content of her dollar. 
Senators know what that will mean to 
the t rade of Canada, and they know 
what nations will do when they are 
fight ing for their economic lives. I am 
stating, Mr. President, what I believe 
to be fundamental premises. Hence the 
great question in tariff policy is, How will 
it be administered? 

Let me put it very bluntly. Before I 
became a Member of the Senate, ap
proximately 6 years ago, I had a discus
sion with a prominent economist who 
had graduated from one of 'the great uni
versit ies of the United States. At that 
time we had ent ered into a treaty of some 
kind with Czechoslovakia in relation to 
shoes. I called the attention of the 
economist t o a statement which had been 
made to me by a :~;epresentative of a little 
shoe manufacturing concern in my city. 
He had said to me, "If enough of these 
shoes continue to be imported, I can buy 
them cheaper than I can manufacture 
them, and I will have to go out of busi
ness; but I will make as much money 
because I can buy those shoes and sell 
them, just as I am doing now." I said 
to the economist, "What do you make of 
that?" 

He said, "That's all right. We should 
have trade on a world level." 

But, I said, "America has a standard 
of living, a wage standard, which is so 
far superior to that of any other country 
that if we should open the floodgates to 
imports from other nations, it would 
simply put us down to their level." 

·This man, who had the benefit of the 
best education in the United States, paid 
for by th e t axpayers' money, said, "What 
of it ?" Talk about an educated nin
compoop. Think of that remark, "What 
of it?" 

Less than 4 weeks ago another econo
mist who had graduated from a univer
sity in New York City came into my of
fee. I t old him of this incident. "Why, 
sure," h e said, "that economist was right. 
You h ave to protect the consumers of 
America ." 

"But,·my dear sir," I said, "what of the 
2 ,0CO,OOO men and women employed in 
t he shoe industry in this country?" 

He said, " If we can buy shoes cheaper 
from other lands, the consumer should 
have t he benefit of the cheaper price." 

I asked, ''What about the 2,000,000 men 
and women?" 

He said, "L2t them find employment 
elsewhere." 

So I say to my colleagues, the test of 
a tariff policy is· dependent on how it is 
administered. None of us who have been 
in Washington 6 years, who have seen 
some of the short-haired "gals" and some 
of the long-haired men who dict ate poli
cies in some of the groups downtown, are 
yet willing to turn over the economy of 
America to them. 

Yesterday we had a graphic picture Illinois. In my State many bicycles are 
given to us by the distinguished senior manufactured. I have had occasion to 
SenatorfromWyoming [Mr.O'MAHONEYJ, go into that matter, but I shall not par
when, appearing, as he said, before one ticularize at this t1me. Throughout the 
of these groups that was engaged in de- Middle West there are manufacturers of 
termining the letter and the spirit of a glass, china, crockery, and those indus
certain trade treaty or agreement, he did tries have grown up during the war be
not see the head of the department, he cause there was none to take our mar
did not see the Secretary of State, he did ket. There are other things. Textiles 
not see even the head of a division; he have been mentioned. There are roller 
saw a few advisers sitting there, perhaps beC~,rings, and all agricultural products. 
an adviser like the two economists about I think it can be said with absolute 
whom I have spoken. assurance that since the Trade Agree- · 

So, Mr. President, I say this job is ments Act went into effect, in 1934, since 
bigger and the question of cotton is likely which time 28 agreements have gradual
to be more serious than may appear at 1 first blush. If Harry Truman, to whom Y b~en entered into up to 193.9, there has 
we would delegate this power, were to not been an agreement of which anyone 
say that he would sit in on the hearings, can say with reasonable certainty that it 
if he could possibly sit in-a man born in has really advantaged or really disad
the ·west, who knows the value of a dollar, vanta.ged the country to any g.reat ex
who knows the life of the Middle West, tent, except in the case of a few of the 
who knows the problems of the workmen art icles. 
and the manufacturers-there would not In the light of the nrovisions ·of the 
be any question; but his view must be bill to which I have re-ferred, let us see 
world-wide, he is taken up with this and how the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
with that, he is the executive head of Act has worked out thus far. We have 
135,000,000 people, and so when a trade already concluded reciprocal trade 
agreement is negotiated it goes not simply agreements with 28 nations. Since 1934 
to the Secretary of State, who cannot there has been a total of 1,226 rate re
handle it, but regardless of what geo- ductions in 346 tariff paragraphs, as fol
graphical section of this country may be lows: 230 rates reduced up to 25 percent, 
affected, it goes to the Treaty Division, 266 rates reduced 26 to 39 percent, 179 
and that Division will turn it over to a rates reduced 40 to 49 percent, 523 rates 
few who will sit in. reduced full 50 percent permitted, 28 

Suppose that among them there should rates red~ced variable or exact change 
be someone who had a special interest. flexible. 
Are there such people in Government? Let us see how these tariff reductions 
Have Senators ever had any experience have worked in relation to specific coun
of that kind with OPA and WPB? I do tries. Let us take the United Kingdom 
not think there is a Senator who can and Canada, our two largest customers 
say he has not. I could cite instance which accounted for one-third of o~ 
after instance, but we are dealing with ' tot~! export trade in 1939. In that year, 
the economic health of the United reCiprocal trade agreements with the 
States. 'Vhen, as so graphically stated United Kingdom had reduced rates of 
by the Senator from Wyoming, we who duty on almost 75 percent by value of the 
have been given power under the Con- total dutiable imports from that country. 
stitution, we who through the years have In that year also our tariff reductions 
seen the powers of Congress literally were. in effect to the extent of 85 percent 
vanish from us because of the war and by value of the total dutiable imports 
emergency, we who now are asked by from Canada. 
the people to reclaim powers, are con- Actually our tariff rates have already 
templating relinquishing more power, been reduced to the approximate level 
we had better think twice. of the Underwood Tariff Act of 1913. 

Before discussing specific points, let The steady reduction in rates under the 
me note some general facts as a back- trade-agreements program has given the 
ground. What does the pending bill United States one of the lowest tariff 
propose? levels of all the countries of the world. 

The bill as passed by the House would .One of the main arguments made yes-
extend the IT'rade Agreements Act of terday by the distinguished Senator from 
1934 for a further period of 3 years, Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] was that · because 
extending from June 12, 1945. of unsettled conditions we should give the 

Second, it would amend the existing further power to the President. I pose 
act to give _the President authority to this question: Because of unsettled con
permit decreases or increases in tariff ditions should not Congress reclaim its 
rates by 50 percent from the level of powers? Should it not do so considering 
Janu;:try 1, 1945. Under this authority the shape the world is now in? If cer
any tariff rate in existence on that date tain individuals are allowed to deal with 
which had been lowered by 50 percent our international economy in the manner 
through existing reciprocal agreements in which they have dealt with it in years 
could be decrea.sed still further to the past, with their buncombe concept of 
extent of an additional 50 percent. Thus what is economy, we will find that Amer
these rat es could be reduced to a maxi- ica will be continually "sold down the 
mum of 75 percent from the original river"; that America will be "sold short." 
tariff rate as it existed on June 12, 1934. As Members of the Congress vested 

Mr. President, the distinguished se.nior with the constitutional obligation and 
·s enator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] today . power we are now asked, and we shall 
gave illustrations. In the State of Wis- probably grant the request, to extend the 
.consin we lmow the history of zinc. 'Ve act which has not had opportunity to 
know '\Vhat happened to the mines in demonstrate it s effectiveness for good cr 
sout hwestern Wisconsin, in Iowa, and in _ for evil; ,.,e are asked, to e_x_!~l~ it in this 
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perilous period so that the tariff rates 
can be reduced another 25 percent or 50 
percent of what they have previously 
been reduced. 

The distinguished Senator from Ohio 
said that already we allow more than 65 
percent of all imports, _including raw 
materials, partially manufactured rna~ 
terials and noncompetitive finished rna~ 
terials, arid agricultural implements, to 
come in free of .duty. I think that is a 
wise provision. As I shall show later 
there are three classes of this interna
tional trade to which we should give 
_particul::>or attention. But between 60 
and 65 percent of all imported goods 
come in free. 

With this brief background let us re
view the major undeniable points, or at 
least points which I think are undeni~ 
able, which have arisen out of the long 
tariff controversy. 

First, the policy of bilateral reciprocity 
is a Republican poiicy in origin and in 
constitutional application. It was the 
Republicans who originated th~ doctrine 
ofreciprocity. It is a good doctrine. It 
is a policy which is embodied in the Con~ 
stitution, a policy which should come 
jnto effect when two nations wish to get 
together and make a treaty. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TUN• 

NELL in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Maryland? · 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr. RADCLIFFE. I understood the 

Senator to say a moment ago that reci
procity is a good doctrine. But the Sena~ 
tor also stated a few minutes previously, 
that in dealing with foreign nations we 
have been "sold down the river." I think 
that is the phrase he used but I am not 
entirely clear that I have inserted the 
phrase in its proper setting. Now just 
what policy does the Senator have in 
mind? Since we began the policy of 
reciprocal trade agreements, we have 
entered into a number of such agree
ments and they have _apparently worked 
very well. In fact I think it is almost 
tJ:ie unanimous opinj.on that they have 
worked exceedingly well. If the doc~ 
trine of reciprocal trade agreements is 
so naturally sound, then we certainly 
have to run the risk, as the Senator says, 
of being "sold down the river." If we 
are going to deal with other countries 
we must have the power to do so advan~ 
tageously. Does not tbe Senator think 
that we are in a better position to take 
care of ourselves if we have the power 
and authority to negotiate with other 
countries rather than to be bereft of 
such authority? If there is any danger 
'Ofbeing "§gJc;_l gown th~ river," which I 
do not think there is, I believe we can 
look out for ourselves successfuliy and 
have done so. We can surely take bet· 
ter care of ourselves if the President and 
his adviSers have some authority and 
power and leeway in negotiation than if 
they have none. 

Mr. Wll..EY. Mr. President, is that a. 
question, or is it a. statement by the 
distinguished Senator? What is the 
question? 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. The question is in
volved in a statement. I was asking the 

Senator how he expected to harmonize 
his statements. The Senator said that 
in dealing with other people we are being 
"sold down the river." On the other 
·hand, the Senator said he believes in 
reciprocal agreements. How could the 
two statements be fitted together? How 
would the Senator adjust them to each 
other? 

Mr. WILEY. Apparently the Senator 
from Maryland does not recall our deal
ings in the last 6 or 7 years; how we gave 
everything; and now, when we ask cer~ 
tain things, we find that our opportunity 
on the international front is gone. That 
is a matter of history with which the 
Senator is thoroughly cognizant. If the 
Senator says it is a question of Congress 
·giving the President, and through him 
to his subordinates, a power which is a 
congressional responsibility, I answer 
that when we enter into a treaty which 
the Senate approves by .two-thirds rna~ 
jority, then we will have no t:POuble 
whatever. The distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming provides in one of his 
amendments that after we delegate the 
power we shall have the opportunity for 
60 days thereafter either to approve or 
disapprove. That would throw around 
the whole transaction the original basic 
constitutional band of protection. I 
shall not go into the history of how we 
are "sold down the river," if the distin~ 
guished Senator does not bear in mind 
the number of instances that have 
occurred. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Will the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield for one more ques
tion? 

Mr. WILEY. Yes; I am very happy to 
yield. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. I promise that I 
shall leave him in peace after this ques~ 
tion. Does the Senator feel that a fair 
appraisement of the results of the crea~ 
tion, development, and operation of re
ciprocal agreements :ls that we have lost 
out so heavily? I thought the general 
opinion of people of the country was that 
that policy has been administered rather 
wisely, effectively, and beneficially to a 
high degree. I certainly think so. 

Mr. WILEY. I am sure the distin
guished Senator did not hear me say 
what he just now said. What I said was 
first that trade treaties came into being 
in 1930, and through the years they 
gradually evolved until we have 28 of 
them. The last was either with Mexico 
or Great Britain, in 1939. It may be that 
sufficient time has not elapsed to prove 
their effectiveness, first, because they 
were in operation during a very severe 
depression, when all-our exports and im
ports fell off. If I wanted to be unfair, 
I could use what occurred during that 
period as an illustration and say that 
·the treaties did not work. But up to 
1939 Senators will find that our exports 
and import1:! fell off during the existence 
of the reciprocal agreements. I do not 
say that was the result of the agreements. 

The world was in such a chaotic condi~ 
tlon then, as it is now, that with respect 
to these particular treaties, with the ex·• 
ception of the articles mentioned by the 
distinguished Senator from· Ohio, one 
cannot say whether they were for better 
or for worse. 

I should prefer to discuss the points I 
have made seria.tum, and give my own 
views. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield once more? 

Mr. WILEY. Yes. 
Mr. RADCLIFFE. When the Senator 

referred to what he has said was our 
unfoi·tunate experience in the last 6 or 
7 years, l assumed he was discussing 
our experience under the reciprocal trade 
agreements, but~! judge from what the 
Senator now says that he did not have 
those results in mind. 

Mr. WILEY. What I had in mind was 
our great liberal-hearted policy of $39,~ 
000,000,000 in lend-lease, of our trading 
off this ai).d trading off that, and of our 
getting nothing in return when we had -
an opportunity to get something. I am 
now talking about the policy which ex~ 
isted during the war years. 

Mr. RADCLIFFE. Then the Senator's 
reference to the past 6 or 7 years had 
nothing whatever to do with the recipro~ 
cal "trade treaties or results under them. 

Mr. WILEY. I have already made it 
clear that during the years from 1939, 
the reciprocal agreements had no chance 
to operate to capacity, one way or the 
other. I believe that is a fair statement. 
·That is the point which I wish to make 
clear. I do not wish to be partisan or 
biased, or credited with assuming that 
certain facts establish something that 
they do not establish. So I have said, 
and I repeat, that in my humble opinion, 
the fact that the records .of imports and 
exports show that during the period 
when the treaties were in existence ex~ 
ports and imports decreased does not 
prove that the treaties themselves were 
ineffective. · · 

I was speaking on the subject of the 
policy of bilateral reciprocity as a Re~ 
publican policy. It was the Republicans 
who originated the doctrine of reciproc
ity as a bilateral proposition. It was 
they who consistently adhered to the 
policy, along constitutional lines. This 
was in keeping with the true purpose of 
such policy, as laid down by President 
William McKinley, its greatest exponent. 
In his first inaugural address, President 
McKinley said: 

The end in view 1s always to be the open~ 
ing up of new markets for the products ot 
our country by granting concessions to the 
products <>f other lands that we need and 
cannot produce ourselves, and which do not 
involve any loss of labor to our people, but 
tend rather to increase their employment. 

I believe that that philosophy is wis
dom, and that anything that is tested by 
that yardstick will prove to be sound. · 

The Republican Party has applied this 
policy, notably in the case of the McKin~ 
ley tariff of 1890 and the Dingley tariff 
of 1897. Let us, therefore, have no loose 
talk about the administration's father
hood of this idea. Let us have no more 
loose talk labeling the Republicans as 
economic isolationists, Qr with any other 
misnomer which smear artists can con~ 
ceive. 

The tariff-making power is a congres~ 
sional power. Article I, section 8 of the 
Constitution of the United States pro
vides that Congress shall have power to 
lay and collect duties, and to regulate 



1945 .CON~RESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 6041 
commerce with foreign nations. When 
the Congress delegates that power to the 
President, and through him to the State 
Department, it is the right of Congress, 
of course, to do so. It is the right of 
Congress to withdraw that power from 
the President. It is the right of Con
gress to limit its delegation of authority 
to him, to review the exercise of such 
authority by him, and to take any other 
step which it deems ftt and proper in ac
cordance with its own constitutional ob
Jigations and responsibilities. Let us, 
therefore, have no more loose talk about 
Congress sabotaging the President's bar-
gaining power. · 
· Where did the expression "the Presi
dent's bargaining power" come from? 
He has Executive power. Congress does· 
not trespass on his· Executive power. If 
we use him as our instrumentality, we 
can prescribe in what field he shall oper
ate, and to what extent. Let us have no 
more ill-advised chapter, such as I heard 
one evening-a:ecently by a radio com
mentator, who said, in effect, that Con
gress was "torpedoing the President's 
right. to engage in tariff bargaining." 

I do not wish to indicate what I think 
of some of those who are presuming tri 
instruct the people. They get an idea, · 
and then they speak from a tower. No 
one can touch them. They are om
niscient. · They speak of the President's 
right to engage in tariff bargaining, as 
if that we.re his right. That is our right. 
Any such authority as the President has 
in that field he derives from us, the Con
gress of the United States. 

Why am I se· insistent? I am no more
insistent than is the distinguished Sena
tor from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. 
When I heard the great Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], whom I love, 
speak of the collectivist movement in the 
world as an argument tor granting addi
tional authority to reduce tariffs 50 per
cent, I scratched my head and sought 
for the logic of that statement. The col
lectivist movement comes into being only 
when congresses and constitutional bod
ies fail to perform their function and 
give away their power. Collectivists 
movements occur not only in the politi
cal functions of a state out also in eco
nomic functions. 

Not so long ago, in a hearing before a 
congressional committee, I heard a man 
from downtown say that what we should 
do was to create great Government 
corporations to handle foreign trade. 
Where did he get that idea? Have Sen
ators ever heard of Amtorg? Have Sen
ators ever heard of the great German 
agency which reached its tentacles into 
the very vitals of America in the chemical 
industry and other industries? It was 
government-controlled and financed·. 
We had better think this thing through, 
Mr. President. The day of collectivist 
infiltration has just begun. The struggle 
of ideologies is still · on; and the most 
important front in the world is the Amer
ican front, which stands for the demo
cratic way. The fight is greater than 
the question of simply delegating to 
Harry Truman or his State Department 
the power to exercise 75 percent of our 
power. 

XCI--381 

Senators know what the plea of all 
America is. They know it from their 
mail-not recently, of course, because 
lately some of the organizations men
tioned by the Sen a tor from Ohio have 
cracked the whip, and their stooges have 
sent letters and telegrams. The plea of 
all America is to maintain America 
American, a government with checks and 
balances, with an.. independent execu
tive, an independent legislative branch, 
and an independent judic~ary. 

The people are asking Congress, "When 
are you going to recapture your powers"? 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
· Mr. LUCAS. The Senator makes a 
statement as to what all America wants. 
If all America is against the passage of 
this bill, as the Senator says, why do 
men like Ed O'Neal, the head of the Farm 
Bureau Federation; Mr. Patton, head of 
the Farmers Union; Dan Tobin, the head 
of the teamsters' union, and represent
atives of chambers of commerce, the 
CIO, and other great organizations come 
before our committee and recommen~ 
the passage of the bill without any 
amendments? 

Mr. WILEY. Just a moment. The 
Senator is putting words in my mouth. 
I did not say that all AJI1erica was 
against this bill. I said that what all 
America wants is to have Congress stand 
on its own feet and recapture its powers. 
I cannot look into Ed O'Neal's mind or 
into the mind of a CIO representative 
or anyone else's. I have views of my 
own as to the reasons why they support 
this measure. Thank God, that is still 
their privilege in America. They still 
have freedom of petition. When they 
come here, I do not .condemn them for 
taking a view contrary to that held by 
me. However, as a legislator, I have a 
function more important than that of 
Ed O'Neal. I am one of 96 Members of 
the greatest body of its kind in the 
world. My people expect me to use my 
judgment, although it may clash with 
that of my fellow men. I made the 
statement that all America-! would not 
even except those whom the Senator has 
mentioned, even though they may di~er 
with me as to the pending proposal-is 
asking Congress when it expects to re
claim its birthright. By that I mean 
its · legislative function, which, because 
of the war and others things, it has had 
to delegate. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator . yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr . . TOBEY. Reverting to the re

marks of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
LucAs], let me supplement that discus-. 
sian by inviting the speaker's attention 
to the fact that the titular leader of our 
own party, Hon. Thomas E. Dewey, Gov .. 
ernor of New York, has come out forth
rightly and foursquare for the adoption 
of reciprocal tariffs and delegation of 
_power thereunder, as has also Hon. Alfred 
Landon, who held the same position a 
few years ago. They are good authori
ties. We cannot all agree on these 
things. They speak for a great many 
Republicans. l'hey have demonstrated 

a broad spirit in connection with the im
portant phases of this legislation. 
· Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator. I 
agree that men in the same party may 
differ. 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Illinois mentioned the 
name of Ed O'Neal, head of the American 
Farm Bureau Federation, and the Sen
ator- said that Mr. O'Neal, speak.ing for 
the farmers of this country or, at least, 
for the ort;anization he. represents, re
corded them as being favorable to the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Extension 
Act, as passed by the House. Let me say 
that Mr. O'Neal does not represent the 
cattle interests of this country, and he 
does not represent me-and I am a farm .. 
er. I wish to tell the Senate that the 
farming interests are not in favor of 
these reciprocal trade agreements and 
the proposed additional cut. 

I hold in my hand a letter I have re
ceived from Denver, Colo., from Mr. F. E. 
Mallin, secretary of the American Na
tional Live Stock Association. Here is 
the concluding paragraph of his letter: 

It is our fear that further cuts in the 
tariff made at request of foreign interests 
without regard to the effect on American cat
tle producers can bring disaster to this in
dustry when the war is over and we have to 
return to a basis of orily domestic consump
tion. We have had no export trade ·in beef 
for more than a generation except during the 
two war periods. The possible heavy im
ports of cattle, dressed beef, and canned beef 
from Canada, Mexico, Cuba, and South Amer
ica with cattle numbers expanding particu
larly in Canada and Mexico constitute a ma
jor threat to our industry and there should 
be no further reduction in the tariff. The 
only way to prevent it is to strike that pro
vision from the pending tariff bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the entire letter printed in 
the RECORD. . 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ARGENTINA TRADE AGREEMENT 

1941: Canned beef reduced from 6 cents 
per pound to 3 cents per pound. Hides re
duced from 10 percent to 5 percent ad va
lorem. Tallow reduced from one-half cent 
per pound to one-fourth cent per pound. 

You will note from the above that the cat
tle industry in this country is at a peak in 
numbers and that beef production is expand
ed to a wartime basis and that under the ex
isting trade-agreements law the full 50 per
cent cut in tariff has already been made on 
most of the important items affecting the 
cattle industry; that further reduction of the 
tariff as proposed in the pending bill would 
leave only a semblance of tariff protection for 
this great industry. It should not be for
gotten that considerably more than half of 
the land acreage in this cotmtry grows grass 
and that much of this .area cannot be used 
for any other purpose. 

That use of the power to cut tariffs has 
not been limited to items where existing 
rates were a barrier to imports is clearly evi• 
denceg. in practically all of ~he above items. 
Cattle imports have moved into this country 
freeely from Canada and Mexico under the 
rates prescribed in the original Hawley
Smoot Tariff Act. Dressed beef has come in 
considerable quantity from Cuba in recent 
years and it is now indicated that Canada, 
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having expanded its processing facilities 
during the war, will seek also a reduction in 
the t ariff on dressed beef in order to send 
part · of its exports to this country in that 
fashion. 

Our imports of canned beef from South 
America prior to the · war ran around 
EO,OOO,OOO pounds per year-some -years high
er t han that . About t :Pe time the war began, 
when the Army made its first purchases of 
South American canned beef, it was found 
that th~ could undersell the domestic 
product close to 15 cents per pound. 'Ihe. 
cut in the tariff from 6 cents to 3 cents was 
entirely gratuitous. 

On hides the original 10 percent ad valorem 
was a nominal tariff and certainly by no 
stretch of the im-agination could be consid
ered a bar to importations. Records show. 
large importations annually from South 
America and other countries. There was no 
excuse whatsoever for the reduction in the 
tariff on this item. 

It is our fear that further cuts in the 
tariff made at request of foreign interests 
without regard to the effect on American 
catt le producers can bring disaster to this 
industry when the war is over and we have 
to return to a basis of only domestic con
sumption. We have had no export trade in 
beef for more than a generation except during 
the two war periods. The possible :heavy 
imports of . cattle, dres.!;!ed beef and canned 
beef from Canada, Mexico, Cuba, and South 
America with cattle numbers expanding par
ticularly in Canada and Mexico constitute a 
major threat to our industry and there should 
be no further reduction in the tariff. The 
only way to prevent it is to strike that pro
vision from the pending tariff bill. 
· Respectfully submitted. 

AMERICAN NATIONAL LIVE 
STOCK ASSOCIATION, 

By F. E. MaLLIN, Executive Secretary. 
DENVER, COLO., May 18, 1945. 

Mr. \VHERRY. Mr. President, that 
letter comes from the head-the secre.; 
tary-of the cattlemen's organization 
of the United States. Mr. O'Neal is not 
speaking for them, and he is not speak
ing for me. I have just returned from 
Nebraska, and the farmers of Nebraska 
are not for these reciprocal trade agree
ments. I wish to add that statement to 
the address of the Senator from Wis-

. consin, which is certainly a very force
ful one, and one to which we should lis
ten with care. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yieid to me? 

Mr. WILEY. I will yield in a moment. 
Mr. President, first let me say that I 

do not wish to go into the question of 
who is for or who is against this particu
lar proposal. ' I am frank to say that I 
have not counted noses. I have tried to 
reason my way through. As was sug
gested by my dear friend the Senator 
from New Hampshire [Mr. TOBEY] he 
has reached another result. I give him 
full credit for being honest and sincere. 
That is all I myself ask to be credited 
with. In this very process, Mr. Presi
dent, I see in operation our great Ameri
can system of checks and balances. It 
is ~n operation right here on ,the floor of 
the Senate, thank God. We are of many 
different races, and we have different 
economic, social, political, and-what is 
more~geographical levels. That very 
situation gives us here on the floor of 
the Senate the system which we call the 
'American system of checks and balc..nces, 
and out of the crucible of the clash of 
ideas we obtain the 1·esults, and then we 
abide by them. 

I wish to say again that I do not desire 
to have Senators begin to count noses as 
to who is for or who is against, because 
that is not the way by which I have 
reached my conclusion. 

Mr. TOBEY. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Wisconsin yield at this 
point? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr. TOBEY. I was interested in the 

Senator's statement that he has not 
counted noses. Of course, I take the 
Senator's statement at par. . Neither 
have I counted noses, but I am pleased to 
know that on this side of the aisle there 
is a growing number .of Senators who. 
will vote for extension of the Reciprocal 
Trade Agreements Act, and the number 
is growing larger every day. Let me tell 
the Senator, however, that there are 
other groups in the United States bit
terly fighting this legislation, and their. 
representatives are to be found not very 
far away from here. In the room to the 
right of this Chamber sit five fat, sleek 
lobbyists, with pencils and notebooks, 
jotting down the names of Senators who 
a;re for or against the pending measure, 
attempting to appraise their attitude, 
and calling Senators from the Senate 
Chamber and conferring with them, and 
conniving how to influence Senators to 
oppose the extension of the reciprocal 
tariff agreements and a further reduc
tion in tariffs. That is the lobbying sys
tem in action, and that is an evil con
comitant of Congress. 

We are here charged with a great re
sponsibility, and it is a .trggic thing that 
as we sit here debating this far-reaching 
legislation, these lobbyists .sit out there 
and go into a huddle with a Senate leader 
in an effort to bring Senators under the 
force of their arguments and influences 
and quid pro quos ·which, although we 
do not see them in here, yet function in 
the Senate lobby around the corner at 
this very moment, and have been doing 
so for several days. 

So I commend my friend the Senator 
from Wisconsin for his argument, al
though I do not agree with him. He has' 
not taken stock of all there is to be con
sidered, but he has presented his argu
ment in a frank and sinc~re way. 

But I say that the~e lobbyists c~m go · 
straight tc-well, you know where they 
can go. 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, a mo
ment ago I heard the question which was 

, directed by the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Illinois to the distinguished 
junior Senator from Wisconsin, with ref~ 
erence to the attitude of a cert::1.in na
tion8J organization, to wit, the Americ~n 
Farm Bureau Federation. I merely wish 
to say that the Farm Bureau Federation 
of Iny State does not agree with the Ed 
O'Neal attitude. I put it that way, in
stead of saying the attitude of the Amer
ican Farm Bureau Federation. Let me 
also say that the National Farm UniQn, 
headed by Mr. Patton, does not speak the 
language of the Nebraska farmers, and 
I will go a little further in that direct ion 
and says that the farmers of Illinois are 
not in tune with the sts.tement issued · 
for the American Farm Bureau Federa
t ion by Mr. O'Neal. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, \Vill the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. I merely asked the Sena

tor a question, in view of the statement 
he made to the 'effect that all America 
wants Congress to regain its powers. At 
that time the Senator from WiEconsin 
was discussing the reciprocal trade agree
ments. One of the chief arguments 
v..rhich we have heard is that, by means 
of the agreements, Congress is deleg~t
ing away its power, and is transferring 
it to the Chief Executive. I merely men
tioned the fact that Ed O'Neal, the head 
of the Farm Bureau; Mr. Patton, the 
head of the Farmers' Union, and repre
sentatives of the other farm organiza
tions appeared before the Finance Com
mittee, of which the -Senator from Illi
nois is a member, and testified in favor 
of continuing the trade agreements with
out any crippling amendm~nts. I do 
not know whether the Farm Bureau 
reaches out into Nebraska. Apparently 
it doe:s. 

Mr. BUTLER. Yes; there is a good one 
there. 

Mr. LUCAS. Apparently it does, judg
ing from what the Senator from Ne
braska has said. 

I did not raise that question at all. 
There was no reason why the distin
guished junior Senator from Nebraslca 
[Mr. WHERRY] should become so heated 
about cattle again. That was not the 
point at all. I was merely attempting 
to make inquiry relative to the broad 
statement the Senator from Wisconsin 
had made. 

I wish to say in reply to what the junior 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY] 
said that I understand that Earl Smith, 
of Illinois, who is the head of our Farm 
Bureau, is for these agreements. I think 
he knows as much about agriculture as 
any other man in America does. Earl 
Smith is in favor of continuation of the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act. He 
may not represent all the farmers. He is 
an independent in thought and in his po
litical activities. I think he is a marvel
ous man. I follow his views occasionally 
and occasionally I do not. The farmers 
in my section of the country, in my judg
ment, have a great stake in connection 
with the reciprocal trade agreements. I 
do not know about the cattlemen of Ne
braska, but if the Senator from Wiscon
sin will pardon me for a further moment 
I should like to say that I do know that 
the reciprocal trade agreements have not 
disturbed or hurt the cattle industry up 
to now. The only thing that is feared is 
fear itself. That was the substance of 
the testimony of practically every witness 
who appeared before our committee. 
There has been · no substantial injury. 

The other day the Senator fi:om Ohio, 
while in the committee, recognized the 
fact that under the reciprocal trade 
agreements the injury to the cattle in
dustry has been negligible, in comparison 
with the total amount of cattle imported 
to this country. 

But when the Senator from Wisconsin 
indicated that, in his judgment, all 
America. is against the trade agreements, 
I merely rose to call his attention to the 
teEtimony which was adduced before the 
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committee. When the Senator said he 
had not counted noses, it seemed to me 
he should not be telling the S-enate about 
this industry and that industry and the 
other industry which will be hurt. That 
has been the basis of his argument. He 
apparently is counting noses; otherwise, 
his argument does not hold water. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I object 
to having the Senator from Dlinois put 
words in my mouth. I did not make the 
statement which he has attributed to me. 
I would have to be blind to what has 
been occurring on the 'floor of the Senate 
in the last few days if I were to say that 
all America is opposed to the trade agree
ments. I made no such statement. I 
said that all America is asking when the 
Congress of the United States will re
claim its constitutional powe1:s. That is 
the statement I made. 

Mr. HATCH rose. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I desire 

to proceed with my remarks, although 
first I will yield to my dear !friend the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I should 
be glad to have the Senator yield to me. 

Mr. WILEY. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. HATCH. I rise because of the 

statement made by the Senator from Ne
braska, as I understood him, to the effect 
that Mr. Mollin is head of the cattle 
industry of this country. Mr. Mollin, as 
I believe the Senator from Nebraska will 
agree, is the paid executive secretary of 
the American National Livestock Asso
ciation. He is not the head of the as
sociation. So far as I am concerned, he 
does not speak for the cattlemen of 
America. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I wish to 
resume. 

Third. Ainerica's standard of living and 
her employee wages are tremendously 
high in relation to those of the rest of 
the world. 

This is the most crucial single factor 
in our tariff discussion. Our standard 
of living in relati{)n to the rest of the 
world is so high that were we to deny 
tariff protection to our products, the 
goods of countries with low standards 
of living and cheap 1abor could flood into 
America· and undersell our domestic pro
duction. This is true in the case of shoes. 
It is true in the case of minerals, of 
motor vehicles, of dairy products, and 
so on. Our relatively high labor costs are 
not sufficiently offset by our relatively 
greater worker productivity. Labor rep
resents from 30 percent to as high as 
60 percent in the cost of all articles af
fected by our tariff duties. I ask Senators 
to compare the real income of American 
workers with that received by the workers 
of other -countries. In the period from 
1925 to 1934, the annua1 income figures 
looked like this: China, $110; Japan, 
$353; Germany, $646; France, $i)85; 
Great Britain, $1,069; United States, 
$1,381. Obviously, unless we are to make 
some attempt to offset our relatively high 
labor cost through reasonable tariff bar
riers, cheap goods will flood into Amer
ica, close fact-ories, cause unemployment, 
and lower AmericaJs standard of living. 
That is one terrible consummation which 
we devoutly do not wish. 

1'.1r. President, I remember that when 
I was a boy a Mr. Wagner, a great sugaJ: 

man, came into my little community. We 
built a sugar-beet factory. The citizens 
of the community contributed approxi
mately $4GO,OOO of hard-earned money. 
The total population of the community 
was about 10,000. Extra labor was .em
ployed during the sugar-beet season. All 
at once someone started tinkering with 
the tariff on sugar. What happened? A 

. b~.nk at Milwaukee had loaned $100,000 
on the factory. The factory was good 
security for the loan. Subsequently it 
was forced to close. The machinery and 
the factory were aim{)st worthless, and 
the bank was able to obtain only $10,-
000 from a sale of the machinery and the 
faetory. The community lost an invest
ment of $400,000. The employees ·lost 
their opportunity to work .. The economic 
current of that community was seriously 
affected because someone had tinkered 
with the tariff schedule. The recollec
tion of that experience comes to me now. 
At that time I was a youngster only 15 or 
16 years of age. 

Mr. President, let us remember that 
the unconditional most-farored-nation 
pl"inciple which America follows in. each 
of her tariff agreements provides a ~eg 
of dynamite. Thus, if we allow to be 
imported 4 percent of our total domestic 
production of any one commodity 
through a trade agreement with one na
ti{)n, under the unconditional most-fa
vored-nation clause that allowan-ce is gen
eralized to all 27 remaining nations with 
whom we have reciproc.al trade agree
ments. If we multiply that 4 percent by 
28 the result is 112 percent. of our total 
domestic production. Thus, not a single 
unit would be produced by America with
in a short time. Some will say that the 
reductions are made only in the case of 
a nation which is a single prmcipal sup
plier of the particular goods, and t]lat to 
multiply by 28 is unfair. But it has been 
pToved that these reductions are notal
ways made to principal supplieTs. More
over, in the case of a commodity such as 
a dairy item which is produced by many 
countries, the most-favored-nation prin
ciple will cause a tariff reduction for all 
those countries. 

Fourth. There is a wide difference both 
in the nature of taritfs and in the com
modities covered under tariffs. 

It is important to observe that tariffs 
may be for revenue purposes 'Or for pro
tective purposes. It is obvious that 
what we are discussing now is protec
tion or lack of protection of the Ameri
can market, rather than the collection 
of revenue. It is important also that we 
note the differences between commodi
ties. Some commodities are the fit sub
jects for tariff protection. Others need 
no protection and .should have no pro
tection. Thus, for example, we have: 

(a) Commodities which we do not 
grow 'Or produce at home but which 
other nations do grow and produceJ and 
which we desire to have imported into 
America. Such commodities are tea, 
coffee, tii)., spices, and so forth. There is 
no question that a tartii on such com
modities is unnecessary and undesir
able. 

Then there are: 
(b) Certain commodities whieh we 

produce and manufacture but which we 
consq.me more of than can be supplied 

by our domestic producers. A reason
able importation of such goods will not 
result in depreciating the market pri-ce 
in America. To maintain a low tariff 
on these products is also to engage in 
a healthy economic adventure. 

Then: 
(c) There are other commodities such 

as rubber, which are necessary for 'OUr 
national defense and which, prior to the 
war, we did not produce at home, but 
the production of which we recently en
tered into during the war. These com
moctiti.es offer a very fit subject for tariff 
protection for purposes of national de
fense. 

Then. lastly: 
(d) Tl1ere are regular consumer com

modities which are not vital to our na
tional defense, but which compete di
rectly with American products, and would 
undersell them in our home market 
unless we protected them with a suf
ficiently high tariff. 

In the light of these various classi
fications of commodities, we must take 
action appropriate to each of them. No 
single generalization in tariff policy will 
suffice for all of them. We must bear 
each category in mind, and must make 
our decisions accordingly. 

Fifth. America's great market is her 
home market. 

Let us never forget that our green pas
tures are here at home, rather than 
abroad. Let us not sell short the Alner
ican market, the greatest in the wo1~ld, 
for the sake of securing unstable foreign 
markets abroad. In the course {)f -com- . 
mittee discussions, Department of Com
merce experts said that they hoped for 
an annual export trade of $10,000,000,-
0GO. However, they hoped for a total na
tional income of $170,000,000,()00. Thus, 
the total exports would am{)Unt to only . 
one-seventeenth of the total national in
come. And let us remember that that 
$10,000,D00,{)00 figure is regarded by 
many persons as a fantastically high 
estimate. Let us remember that in the 
period between 1:933 and 1940 all the ex
ported products of our 9,()00,000 business 
units-6,000,000 agti-cultural and 3,000,-
000 nonagricultural-amounted to less 
than 5 percent of our national income. 

Sixth. The actual results . of the re
ciprocal Trade Agreements Act to date 
are not yet conclusively established. 

It is obvious to all that the reciprocal 
trade agreements have not had a fair 
trial. They had only five unstable 
peacetime years between 1934 and 1939 
to be tested. W.e have all seen conflict
ing .statisti-cs as to their results. If any 
conclusions may be accepted as to the 
true story of those statistics, I believe 
they show that our Reciprocal Trade 
Agreements Act a-ctually adversely affect
ed our foreign trade. I shall submit a 
few pr{)ofs of this. 
Ameri~a's trade recovery after the de

pression was very slow as compared to 
that of other nations. In 1938, the last 
full year of peace, the United States 
ranked fourteenth among the leading na
tions of the world in point of recovery in 
gold value of exports, as compared to 
their and our 1929 trade figures. In 1939 
our farm exports were lower than those 
of 1932, in the depth of the depre.;sion. 
But our farm imports were greater in 
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1939 than they were in 1932. 'Who, then, 
can lay any claim that our reciprocal 
trade agreements have substantially 
helped the farmer? Is not a conclusion 
justified that the exact opposite effect 
might have obtained? 

Mr. President, there have been men in 
high places who are going to have much 
to do with these tariffs, who have the 
cockeyed notion that the Smoot-Hawley 
tar~ff caused the depression, when, if they 
had looked up the history of the period, 
they would have seen that the depression 
was under way throughout the world and • 
in the United States, when all the forces 
in the United States which tried to keep 
something for America built the Smoot
Hawley tariff. Yet these men are going 
to have to do with the so-called free trade 
of the world. Do Senators wonder why I 
h esitate to vote to delegate more power, 
when I see the way their brains work, 
when I see that when we try to reason 
with them they flara up and go cock
eyed? 

Mr. President, we are dealing with 
American values, the most precious 
things in life. I heard the next Attorney . 
General say today, "I have a wife and 
two children. I will do my duty." It 
was a challenge to all of us to do our 
duty. 

Seventh. It is established, however, 
that the tariff did not cause the world
wide depression. 

The Smoot-Hawley tariff of 1930, the 
hig.hest in our history, was passed on 
June 17 of that year. We were already 
in the midst of the depression. This 
tariff was thus the result of the depres
sion rather than its cause. It was a 
symptom of America's desire to protect 
her remaining domestic employment. 
The erection of tariffs by other nations 
at that time were symptoms and/or re
sults of the depression just as their 
currency depreciation, their discrimina
tory measures, and all the other devices 
in which they engaged were also symp
toms and/ or results of the depression. 
If anything, our tariff served to lessen 
the harmful effects of the depression 
and prevent further factory closings and 
unemployment which might have re
sulted from the continued importation 
of goods without substantial tariff bar
riers in the way. 

Eighth. It is established that the tariff, 
rather than a breeder of wars, actually 
may serve to prevent wars. 

Mr. President, that is another state
ment made by one of the men who are 
going to have much to do with the policy 
of postwar international trade. It is as 
plain as the nose on one's face that what 
we are entering into here, and what the 
Government is becoming a party to, is an 
international war for the trade of the 
world, and we cannot sit down in one of 
our committees and hear these men talk 
without coming to that conclusion. 

In the course of committee cross-ex
amination, it was charged that in asking 
for a reasonable protection of the Ameri
can market I was promoting a third 
world war. I think that the facts justify 
exactly the opposite conclusion. It is 
that those who favor America's flooding 
the world with her goods are actually 
encouraging a third world war. 

I know something about history;· I 
know something about the wars of the 
eighteenth century beween European 
governments. They were wars for trade, 
they were wars for expanded trade, for 
dominion, for continents, and anyone 
who is familiar with the history of the 
last 10 or 15 years knows that what we 
had then was an economic war, that 
cartels, that depreciated currency, that 
every utility conceived by the ingenuity 
of the human mind, was brought into 
action. 

As was said by the Senator from Ohio, 
the importance of foreign trade is much 
overstated. Some of us can see-and it 
was stated before one of our commit
tees-that we had to have an income of 
$170,000,000,000, and that it was figured 
that the total import and export trade 
should be $10,000,000,000. My mathe
matics are not so good just now, but I 
should say that that would be less than 
5 percent, and in the computation ex
ports and imports are taken into con
sideration, and figures were given by the 
Senator from Ohio today showing that 
65 percent of the .imports come in free . 
of duty. 

When the war is over we are going to 
. contribute largely to the purchasing 
power of Europe through tourist trade, 
we are going to sink our millions, as we 
have in the past; then we are going to 
put Bretton Woods into it; then we are 
going to put the Export-Import Bank 
into it; then we are going to originate in 
Congress, as insurance, other instrumen
talities to protect trade. Then it is said · 
the Government should have extra 
tools-we who hold all the chips. No, I 
do not want to place too big a tool into 
the hands of those who have the cock
eyed notions that this reciprocal trade 
business is 99 percent American tr,ade. 

Mr. President, I know the lesson of the 
past. I know how trade wars in goods 
have led to military wars in blood. Re
cently an article in a prominent maga
zine was entitled "An Export Boom May 
Cause Another War." America, with 
only 6 percent of the world's population, 
has normally had about 15 percent of the 
world's trade. How much more do we 
expect to take over of world trade? 

After President Roosevelt had said that 
we were going to employ 60,000,000 men 
by going into the export trade, do Sena
tors remember that a prominent English
man rose on the floor of the British Par
liament, just a few months ago, and said, 
"That means unemployment in Britain"? 
Yet some talk here about unity. Did 
Senators read the address General Eisen
hower delivered yesterday? It was not 
a unity of dollars or trade that he spoke 
of. It was a unity of ideas, a unity of 
heart and soul and mind, and when we 
talce away from Britain and cause unem
ployment among her men and women, are 
we making for peace? As I have said, 
there is much cockeyed reasoning about 
this whole matter. 

Unemployment, depression, lowered 
standards of living, cause desperation in 
a people, and encourage their resort to 
military aggression. 

Ninth. \Ve do not as yet know the post
war international trade picture. 

We know neither the trade picture nor 
the compact picture. The delegates have 
not yet had their plenary conference in 
San Francisco. We do not know what 
will come out of it. We do not know 
the social picture. \Ve do not know what 
revolutions will result in Europe because 
of undernourishment of the people. We 
do not know about that. 

It is obvious that vast, dynamic 
changes are occurring every day in the 
world-trade picture. Right. now the na
tions of Europe are prostrate. They offer 
a vast market for our goods. They are of 
themselves unable successfully to com
pete with us. But in a short time-who 
knows how long-those nations, we trust, 
will be back on their feet again. 

Did Senators read the statement a few 
days ago of a German industrialist, 
that within a matter of 60 days they could 
put the Ruhr back into production? It 
was said it was impossible, and now we 
are taking possession and are not going 
to let them return to production. But 
suppose they should. We are talking 
about imponderables of the future. 

. When the European nations somewhat . 
recover, they will be able to compete with 
us. Will we by then have so over-ex
panded our export-industries that we will 
let ourselves in for a colossal let-down? 
In tlie meantime, what will be the effect 
of aid rendered to foreign nations by 
lend-lease funds, by Bretton Woods, by 
UNRRA, by Export-Import Bank loans? 
What will be the shape of trading insti
tutions in foreign countries? Will they 
increasingly resort to government trade 
organizations, such as Amtorg? Will we 
find that our private enterprise is com
peting with government enterprise in 
other nations which have a monopoly on 
their export trade? We do not know 
the answers to these questions. Is it 
not foolhardy to make any irrevocable 
plans for our future trade policy? Can 
we not decide upon that policy for rela
tively short periods and then renew it or 
revise it as the needs appear? • 

Tenth. The great question in tariff 
policy is how will it be administered. 

If we give certain individuals absolute 
power to take action upon which we do 
not have to pass, how will they .use the 
power? What special interests will they 
serve? Have Senators not heard of spe
cial interests in government? Will they 
sell out one segment at the insistence of 
another? The human mind is a queer 
contraption. Individuals are not always 
conscientious trustees of public affairs. 
I am not a pessimist, but for 6% years 
I have been in Washington, and have 
seen many things take place. My obli
gation is to protect the economic life of 
America within the scope of the consti
tutional powers delegated to me. 

As with all other Government affairs, 
management will ·play a crucial role in 
the realization of our trade objectives. 
If we give the authority to the President 
to revise our tariffs downward as well as 
upward, and if that authority through 
necessity is redelegated by the President 
to the State Department, and if some 
square peg in a round hole in that De
partment makes a downward reduction 
which because of the unconditional most
favored-na~ion principle multiplies the 
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reduction manyfold, among many na
tions, catastrophe will result. Cheap 
goods will flood into America, factories 
will close and workers will lose their-jobs. 
Obviously, we must only have the finest 
type of personnel to exercise our tariff
making powers. Obviously, we need men 
who will look out for the best interests 
of America while encouraging reasonable 
trade with the rest of the world. 

Mr. President, if I wanted to be unfair 
I could draw a comparison between 1930, 
when we passed this law, and 1939, when 
the war opened, and I could show the 
Senate that there were, in the case of 
some dairy products, imports from 
abroad, when I as a farmer received 
as little as 99 cents a hundred pounds 
for milk. I cannot definitely say that 
the low price I received was due to the 
imports of dairy products; but I know 
that New Zealand butter is waiting to 
come in, and I know that foreign cheeses 
are ready · to come in, and I know 
that the lifeblood of my State is de
pendent upon what the soil produces. 
Fifty percent of my State is engaged in 
industry. My &tate produces 56 percent 
of the cheese made in this country. In 
the production of butter it is second 
among all the States of. the Union. It 
produces more milk than any other State. 
But- if we permit the impact to be made 
upon our America of imports such as can 
readily be contemplated, oleo, for ex
ample, the importation ot which is now 
baing manipulated, we can easily imagine 
what will happen. Senators know that 
because of the number of points required 
to obtain it, much butter is becoming 
rancid. People want butter. Who is 
manipulating that? Who is making it 
pos~ible to thwart the people's desire fo~ 
this great food, the great~st food in the 
world, if - you please-butter, together 
with milk and cheese? People are not 
getting butter, and the market is being 
flooded with a synthetic product, which 
is being advertised everywhere. Who is 
agitating in favor of coloring this prod
uct so it will look like butter? Mr. Presi
dent, when we consider this, let no one 
say there are no sp~cial interests. 

There is one further argument I should 
like to make, but I shall do no more 
than touch upon it. Much of the clamor 
for · this policy we are discussing today 
has come from individuals and corpora
tions which already possess-listen to 
this Senators-ironclad protection from 
foreign imports through means of im
port quotas. I have not as yet heard the 
question of import quotas discusseq on 

. the floor of the Senate. They limit com
petition. Yet there are some who would 
turn this power over to a Government 
agent downtown who' could sabotage the 
great industries and the industrial life of 
America. Import quotas obtain, for 
example, in the case of cotton and to:
bacco. 

It is small wonder that this clamor 
comes therefore from certain groups? 
Yet the very fact that they themselves 
have protection in the form of quotas is 
proof that protection is necessary for 
others. I do not question their right to 
have such protection, but I say that. 
other American producers have the right 
to protection of their goods. 

Mr. President, the American market 
belongs to Americans. In the light of all 
the previous statements I suggest that if 
we delegate this power to the President, 
it be delegated for 1 year only, in view of 
world conditions. If it cannot be for 1 
year, then let it be for 2 years. 

On a broader basis, I am in favor of 
the following propositions: 

First. That the Congress by majority 
vote should have the right to veto any 
trade treaty which may be negotiated 
under the act, such right to be exercised 
within 90 legislative days of its submis-
sion. · 

Mr. President, I do not agree that all 
the wisdom on this subject is found in 
a subdivision of the State Department. 
I have not yet seen any omniscient in
dividuals wlio know it all; but I have seen 
many who are, as I call -them, segmen
tists-segment thinkers, men who think 
only in relation to one piece of pie, where
as there are eight other pieces. So in 
view of the difficult period in which we 
now live, dynamic in its possibilities for 
good or evil to our beloved America, in 
view of this period so full of change, I 
believe it would be well for us to keep a 
hand on the plow. 

Second. I believe further that pro
claimed reductions in rates should not 
apply with respect to any country found 
to be discril;ninatipg against the exports 
of the United States. 

Third.- I believe also that concessions 
made by the United States in the period 
immediately ahead should not be ex
tended to third countries except in re
turn for concessions which the President 
find~ to be reciprocally equal and equiva
lent. It is as apparent as the nose on 
one's face that Great Britain is approach
ing this subject on a bilateral basis, not 
on a unilateral basis. She recognizes 
.what is ahead. · 

Fourth. That the importation of cer .. 
tain products, materials, and items cer
tified to be essential to the national de
fense by the Joint Chiefs of Staff of the 
Army and the Navy shall be limited by 
a quota in order to preserve and main
tain those industries in the United States 
which are essential to our national de:. 
fens e. 

Mr. President, I have about concluded. 
I think that ahead .we are facing dif
ficult times. During periods when we 
face challenges so important to the fu
ture welfare of the Nation, we of the 
Congress mu&t be very careful, when we 
delegate constitutional power, not to sa
botage the system known as checks and 
balances in government. To me that is 
very important. My own State produces 
zinc, cheese, flax, and corn. Wisconsin, 
which is 50-percent industrial, is develop
ing industries it did not have before, 
which have arisen out of the war. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, remember 
that these reciprocal treaties must not 
be entered into if they will operate to 
sabotage the ingenuity of the American 
people which has come into being since 
Pearl Harbor. We have done the im
possible. We will continue, to do so. We 
have gone into synthetics. We are going 
into the new science of electronics. We 
must not make it impossible, by reciprocal 
agreements, for our people, thr~ugh the~ 

industry, courage, and ability, to develop 
our manufacturing. 

Around the corner there is peace or 
war. I believe that America should be 
made as strong economically, as strong 
militarily, and as strong politically as it 
is humanly possible to make it. I be
lieve that only in that way can America 
become the real lighthouse of the world, 
with its gleams of light radiating 
through the nations of the earth. Peace 
will then come. If we weaken American 
industry we do not help the world. All 
-the world is looking to us, not simply for 
the dollar but to see whether, in peace, 
the American idea will stand as it stood · 
in war; whether or not in peace, col
lectivist or totalitarian ideas which have 
come out of Europe can overcome the 
American idea. A healthy America will 
permit the American idea to remain su
preme. 
COST OF PRODUCTION FORMULA AS APPLIED TO 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS - THE WHE3RY 
AMENDMENT 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point an extract 
from the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, April 
12, 1933, being pages 1551 and 1552, con
taining a statement by the then Secre
tary of Agriculture, Mr. Wallace, in op
position to the application of the princi
ple of the cost-of-production program, 
which was covered by the . Wherry 
amendment a day or two ago. 

There being no objection, the extract 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator from Michigan will yield, I shall be glad 
to send to the desk and have read a statement 
Which Secretary Wallace has sent . to me. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Let it be read, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, 
the clerk will read, as requested. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
~'COST OF PRODUCTION AND FAm EXCHANGE VALUE 

"I find there is much misunderstanding 
about the meaning of the terms "cost. of pro
duction'• and "fair exchange value" as used 
in this bill. Cost of production means so 
many different things to different people. 
There are some who today say that the cost 
of producing a bushel of wheat is $1.50, 
whereas others say that it is only 40 cents, 
and perhaps both are right. 

''The Department of Agriculture in June of 
1932 published figures indicating that for the 
year of 1931~ the cost of producing a bushel 
of wheat in the United States was 81 cents. 
This figure was an average of 2,930 individual 
farm reports, and, undoubtedly, some of these 
farmers reported average costs of more than 
$2 a bushel, whereas others reported costs of 
less than 40 cents. The question I would 
raise is, "Is it fair to take the average cost?" 
If so, let us project this figures of 81 cents 
for 1931 into the present situation. 

"Land values and labor values today are 
both less than three-fourths of what they 
were in 1931. If the yield this year were the 
same as in 1931,it is probable that the meth
ods employed by the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture would give the cost of 
producing wheat in 1933 as very little more 
than 60 cents a bushel. 

"Figuring- the cost of producing cotton in 
the same way, we get for the year 1933, assum-
1ng an average crop, a cost of around 8 cents 
a pound. In like manner with h~gs-1f we 
assume the cost of corn at 20 cents a bushel, 
man labor at 15 cents an hour, and horse 
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labor at 10 cents an hour-we get a cost per 
hundredweight, according to competent au
thorities, of around $2.65 a hundred. These 
figures, as just cited, are cost of production 
according to the definition as hitherto cus
tomarily employed in the Department of Agri
culture. 

"Frankly, I believe that cost of produc
tion, when used as a measuring stick under 
conditions as they exist today, might do 
a ·very real injustice to the farmer. Cost 
of production, in the sense in which it is 
ordinarily used, is likely to have written 
into it a terribly deflated land charge, m~n 
labor at 15 cents or less per hour, and horse 
labor based on unfairly low-priced corn, oats, 
and hay. The cost of producing hogs which 
I have given above illustrates what I mean. 
Everyone lcnows that if .the farmer grows the 
corn which he feeds to his hogs, it is im
possible to produce hogs at $2.65 a hundred. 
If the farmer buys his corn, however, it may 
be possible. How can you distinguish be
tween the farmer who grows the corn which 
he feeds his hogs and tpe farmer who buys 
his corn? 

"Secretary Wallace in 1920, in his book, 
Agricultural Prices, wrote as follows con
cerning the theory of cost of production and 
ratio price: 

"'Those who have given the most thought 
to price fixing, advocate as a guide "cost of 
production plus a reasonable profit." But 
what is cost of production? Even in indus
tries so well controlled by man as coal min
ing, where the weather does not enter in, 
there are some mines that can produce a 
ton of coal for $2 or $3, while other mines 
cannot produce a ton of coal for less than 
$6 or $7. The North Dakota wheat farmer, 
in a year of rust, may produce wheat at a 
cost of $4 or $5 a bushel, whereas the Kansas 
farmer the same year may produce whea~ 
at a cost of only a dollar or a dollar and a 
half per bushel. Shall . both the Dakota 
farmer and the Kansas farmer be paid cost 
of production plus a reasonable profit for 
their wheat? From this standpoint we see 
that there is no such thing as a standard 
cost of production. A single producer may 
be able to determine his personal cost of 
production of a given quantity under a given 
set of conditions. But in the general sense, 
as it is commonly thought of, cost of produc
tion is a will-o'-the-wisp, a creature that 
seems to exist but really does not. 

"'Nevertheless, there is a rough-and-ready 
method of determining cost of production or 
just price as distinguished from laissez faire 
or supply-and-demand price. We refer to 
the ratio method of price determination. 
Over any long period of years hogs sell on 
the Chicago market at a price per hundred
weight equal to the Chicago price of 11.5 
bushels of . corn. When hogs have sold for 
14 bushels of corn, they have sold for more 
than cost of production plus a reasonable 
pr:ofit, ·while on the other hand when they 
have sold for 9 bushels of corn, they have 
sold for less than cost of production plus a 
reasonable profit. All this is not saying 
that certain producers have not been able to 
make a profit when hogs have sold for 9 
bushels of corn. Neither is it saying that 
certain producers may not have been selling 
at a loss when hogs sold for as much as 14 
bushels of corn. It is simply saying that it 
has required the pulling power of a price 
for hogs which is equal to the price of 11.5 
bushels of corn to keep enough men in the 
bog business year in and year out to supply 
the demand of this country for hog products 
during the past 60 years. This is what we 
mean by the ratio method of price determi
nation. It is the only practical method of 
determining cost of production in such a 
business as farming, where there are millions 
of producers working under a variety of con .. 
ditions.' • 

"The ratio price as described by Secretary 
Wallace 18 similar in philosophy to fair ex-

change value, as described in this bill. The 
difference is that fair exchange value con
cerns itself with a ratio between the price 
of certain basic agricultural products and the 
price of things which farmers buy. Secre
tary Wallace said in the statement which I 
have just quoted: 'It has required the pull
ing power of a price for hogs which is equal to 
the price of 11.5 bushels of corn to keep 
enough men in the hog business year in and 
year out to supply the demand of this coun
try for hog prod.Ucts during the past 6!> 
years.' 

"In like manner I say that in the long run 
there must be paid a fair exchange value for 
farm products in order to result in the pro
duction of enough food to keep people from 
starving to death in this country. I make 
this statement advisedly, realizing that a 
whole generation of farmers may proct,uce 
food for far less than a fair exchange value 
before they and their children finally give 
up in despair. We do not wish the answer 
of brute nature red in claw and fang. To 
avoid such an outcome, we want to get true 
cost of production to our farmers as rap
idly as conditions will permit. That is the 
object of this bill. I believe the true coS:, 
of production is fair exchange value as de- . 
fined in this bill. Frankly, I am afraid of the 
term 'cost of production' as used in part 3 of 
this bill. It is too elusive; there are too 
many kinds of cost of production. It would 
be possible for ·a Secretary of Agriculture 
equipped with one set of prejudices to do a 
grave injustice in this part of the bill to 
the farmers, whereas another Secretary of 
Agriculture, with a different set of preju
dices, might do a grave injustice to the con
sumers. 

"What we want is the conception of a just 
price which maintains an even balance be
tween producers and consumers. Fair ex
change value, as defined in part 2 of this 
bill, is a mathematical effort to define such 
just price. I am willing to admit, of course, 
that the price ratio between the things 
which farmers sold in the prewar period 
and the things which farmers bought may 
not necessarily represent in all particulars 
a fair exchange value today. It may be said 
on the one hand that the use of combines 
today makes it possible to produce wheat for 
a somewhat lower price than fair exchange 
value calculated in this way would indicate. 
On the other hand, it may be said that the 
impoverishment of our soil which has taken 
place may render necessary an increased 
use of fertilizer which would cause the true 
fair exchange value to vary in the opposite 
direction. 

· "These niceties of ratio-price determination 
cannot be gone into a. time of emergency 
like this. I believe that the fair exchange 
value as set forth in this bill approximates 
very closely to true cost of production and 
that it is essentially much closer to true cost 
of production than the figures printed an
nually by the United States Department of 
Agriculture. These figures, unfortunately, 
have written into them the depression in 
land values and hired farm labor of the year 
preceding. They have written into them tl_le 
results of the unbalanced situation which has 
been ·with us so long. We are now striving 
for a state of trw~ balance, and the concept 
of the fair exchange value will help us to 
realize that state." 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, may I in
quire of the Senator from Alabama who is 
the author of this treatise which has just 
been read? No name was announced at the 
desk. 

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is a statement that has 
been sent up, written by Secretary Wallace. 

THE OREGON LAl\m PROBLEM 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a few 
days ago, on behalf of the senior Sena .. 
tor from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON] and my .. 
self, I offered for the RECORD a telegram 

of May 30 sent to Mr. Chester Bowles, 
head of the OPA, dealing with the Ore
gon lamb problem. On June 12, Mr. 
Bowles finally got around to writing me 
a letter in answer to my urgent telegram 
of May 30. I have his letter, and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D. C., June 12, 194.5. 

The Honorable Senator WAYNE MORSE, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAJt SENATOR MORSE: This is Written With 

reference to your telegram in which you 
discuss the lamb situation in Oregon and in 
which you make the request for both your
self and Senator GuY CoRDON for a report on 
the steps taken by the Office of Price Admin
istration to deal with the problem. 

I understand that you have had some con
versations with Mr. Arval Erickson, Chief, 
Meat Branch of the Food Price Division, and 
that he has passed on to you the information 
and reports both this agency and the War 
Food Administration have received regarding 
the marketing of lamb in Oregon and Wash
ington. You probably kriow, too, that repre
sentatives of the Office of Price Administra
tion are meeting with lamb producers in 
Chicago this weelc. Upon their return I am 
sure that Mr. Erickson will again contact 
you and report any steps that the Govern:
ment feels may be necessary to deal with any 
problem that exists at this time. · · 

Apparently, on the basis of reports on the 
situation as of the past week end, there was 
no evidence that the general public interest 
would be served by allowing lamb to be con
sumed point free in that area at this time. 
However, if markets . do become conjested I 
am confident that the Government will take 
such steps as may be necessary to solve th~ 
problem in the b.est interest of producers 
and consumers. · 

Your understanding of the difficulties this 
agency faces in dealing with the meat prob
lem is very much appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHESTER BOWLES, 

Administrator. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, of course 
the letter is totallf unsatisfactory. It 
constitutes a report of delay. I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks my reply to Mr. Bowles as of 
this date. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 

June 13, 1945. 
Mr. CHESTER BOV.'LES, 

Administrator, Office of Price Adminis
tration, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. BoWLES: In reply to your letter 
of June 12, 1945 (file reference 7041), I wish 
to state that I had a conference yesterday, 
June 12, with Mr. Erickson and Mr. Bosch, 
who informed me that discussions were being 
carried on between OPA and the WFA in re
gard to the Oregon lamb problem. They ex
pressed the view that they were confident that 
a market would be found for Oregon lamb, 
either through Government buying or by way 
of other Government help in a manner which 
would protect the interest of the producers. 
They gave me the reasons as to why OPA, at 
least at the present time, does not believe 
that an attempt should be made to solve the 
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problem by way of 1ifting ration points as 
was done late in the season last year. 

I do not agree that it would be a mistake 
to lift the rationing points on lamb in the 
Northwest section of the country, especially 
if the alternative is meat spoi1age and waste 
and unjustifiable loss to the producers of 
lamb. If, on the other hand, the matter 
can be handled through Government pur· 
chases, or by carrying out of any of the other 
suggestions which Mr. Erickson and Mr. 
Bosch mentioned to me in the conference in 
my office yesterday, then I can see the desir· 
ability of handling it ·in that way rather than 
by lifting the ration points. I agree that to 
the extent possible the rationing program 
should be uniform throughout the country, 
but at the same time I do not think we 
should make a fetish or a sacred cow out 
of the principle of uniformity of policy in 
rationing. If, by lifting ration points on 
any particular consumer product, we can pre
vent waste and spoilage and, if that is the 
only feasible way of preventing that waste 
and spoilage, then I think it is only a mat
ter of common sense to lift the ration points 
tor whatever period of time may be neces
sary to prevent such economic and food loss. 

I told Mr. Erickson and Mr. Bosch that 
as soon as OP A and WF A decided upon the 
program that was to be followed in endeav
oring to solve the problem, I would appre· 
elate 1·ecelving a written memorandum 
which I could use In answering the many 
letters and telegrams which I have received, 
and will continue to receive, from my State 
1n regard to this critical matter. I also told 
them that, in the meantime, I intended to 
press for a very early solution of the prob
lem becaUEe I consider it my public duty to 
do everything I can to prevent OPA from 
injuring unnecessarily, for the third lamb
marketing season, the lamb producers of my 
State. This is a problem which simply must 
be solved ln fairness to the producers ·of these 
lambs, as well as in fairness to the consum
ers, and I can see no justification for any 
further delay in the matter. 

It is a problem which your organization 
knew would present itself again tllis sea
son, as it has -the past two seasons. It is 
a ·problem which Senator CoRDON and I dis
cussed with the heads of your organization 
several times since the convening of this 
Congress and finally, when it was obvious 
that we were not getting anywhere with it so 
far as the OPA was concerned, I sent you 
my wire of May 30, to which your letter of 
June 12, is in answer. 

I sincerely hope and trust that within the 
next few days this very troublesome prob
lem will be handled in a satisfactory manner 
by yo~· organization. 
Sin~rely yours. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, yester
day afternoon Mr. Bowles sent two rep
resentatives of his organization to my 
office to discuss with me the steps con
templated by the OPA with regard to the 
Oregon lamb problem. I told those gen
tlemen, as I told Mr. Bowles in my let
ter t0day, that when they reach some 
decision I would appreciate it if they 
would give me a written memorandum 
which I can use in meeting the objec
tions which are :flooding me from my 
State in protest of the continuation of 
this very serious wrong on the part of 
OPA in regara to the Oregon lamb 
problem. 

Mr. President, I intend from time to 
time to continue to focus the attention 
of the Senate on this problem, because 
it is an excellent example of the type of 
inefficiency and public disservice which, 
in my opinion, characterizes the pro· 
gram of OPA in handling the meat prob
lems of this country. I for orie intend 

. . 
to continue to raise my voice in protest 
until OPA takes the necessary action to 
see to it that the livestock producers in 
my State, who are producing Iambs 
about which I have spoken in the past, 
are done justice, and not wrong by the 
OPA. 

I wish to point out that there is nora· 
tionalization that Mr. Bowles can pre· 
sent in justification of the delay, be
cause it involves a problem which is 2 
years old. As I previously stated, for 2 

· years this great injustice has been per
petrlOI.ted upon the lamb producers of my 
State. The OPA has had months of no
tice. Since the beginning of this year 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon and I have continued to serve 
notice on OPA that we want action in 
regard to this matter. 

At the risk of boring my colleagues in 
the Senate, let me say that I think it is 
the public duty of the Members of the 
Senate to acquaint themselves· with this 
example, because I thinlc it is a typical 
example of the many instances of in· 
efficiency and wrong being committed on 
the American consumer by OPA. 

In closing, I repeat that I yield to no 
other Member of the Senate when it 
comes to supporting the statutory ob· 
jectives of OPA. I believe it to be my 
duty, in support of those statutory ob
jectives, to see that the administrative 
abuses of OPA are corrected. If Sena
tors on the other side of the aisle cannot 
take the· necessary steps to see to it that 
Mr. Bowles corrects those abuses, I shall 
continue periodically to rise on the ftoor 
of the Senate and point them out. I 
shall continue to protest until this ad· 
ministration takes some effective action 
to see to it that the administration of 
OPA is improved in the interest of the 
American people. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session, 
The . PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TUNNELL in the chair) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

<For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 
CONFIRMATION OF NOMINATION OF 

WILLIAM D. PAWLEY TO BE AMBASSA· 
DOR TO PERU 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, if no 
other Se:r..ator desires to address the Sen
ate this afternoon, as in executive ses
sion, I wish to submit a unanimous con
sent request. I have conferred with the 
Senator from Maine [Mr. WHITE], the 
minority leader. 

I ask unanimous consent, as in execu
tive session, for the present consideration 
of the nomination of William D. Pawley 
to be ambassador to Peru, which nomi
nation was reported favorably earlier in 
the day by the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, as I 
understand, this nomination was report· 
ed earlier in the day. Under ordinary 
circumstances it would go over until to· 
morrow. However, I believe that there 
are circumstances of some urgency which 
make it desirable that this nominee reach 

his post at the earliest possible moment. 
I therefore hope that the request of the 
Senator from Georgia will be favorably 
acted upon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Georgia? The Chair hears none. 
The nomination will be stated for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the nomina. 
tion of William D. Pawley to be ambas
sador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary 
of the United States to Peru. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

Mr. GEORGE. I ask that the Presi· 
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of this nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 
NOMINATION OF MONNETT B. DAVIS TO 

BE MINISTER TO DENMARK 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres
ident, in executive session on June 7; the 
nomination of Mr. Monnett B. Davis to 
be Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenipotentiary of the United States of 
America to Denmark was confirmed. At 
that time I overlooked the opportunity 
which that confirmation gave me to say a 
word in behalf of Mr. Davis. I now ask 
unanimous consent, as in executive ses
sion, to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point as a part of my remarks a brief 
statement in that connection. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I have 
no objection; but I will say to the Senator 
from Colorado that the secretary of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations advises 
me that the Colorado Senators were con
sulted, and approved the nomination. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is 
correct, but I overlooked the opportu
nity at that time to say a few words in 
behalf of Mr. Davis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
ifrom Colorado? 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

The President, the Senate, and the coun
try are to be congratulated upon the con
firmation on June 7. of the nomination of 
Monnett Bain Davis to be Minister to Den
mark. 

Mr. Davis earned his promotion the ·hard 
way. He is not a fat cat playboy who made 
a sizable contribution to a political cam
paign. He entered the Foreign Service at 
the close of the last war and advanced step 
by step through the years to the high of
fice of Envoy Extraordinary and Minister 
Plenepotentiary to Denmark. The responsi
bility of reestablishing our long and friendly 
economic and cultural relations with Den
mark and the Danish colony of Greenland 
is now his. 

Mr. Davis graduated from the University of 
Colorado in 1917, and was a member of the 
Colorado National Guard when we entered 
World War I. Colorado is proud of him and 
wishes him well in his new task. 

RECESS 

Mr. GEORGE. I move that the Senat~ 
take a recess until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 

The motion was agreed· to; and <at 5 
.o'clock and 21 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
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took a recess until tomorrow, Thursday, 
June 14, 1945, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
Senate June 13 (legislative day of June 
4 ) , 1945: 

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION 

William Henry Wills, of Vermont, to be a 
member of the Federal Communications Com
m ission for a term of 7 years from July 1, 
1945, vice Norman S. Case, term expired. 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 

Harry M. Durning, of New York, to be col
lector of customs for customs collection dis
trict No. 10, with headquarters at New York, 
N. Y. (Reappointment.) 

UNITED, STATES MARSHALS 

John E. Sloan, of Pennsylvania , to be 
Unit ed States marshal fof the western district 
of Pennsylvania. Mr. Sloan is now serving in 
this office under an appointment which ex
pired March 29, 1944. 

Henry Robert Bell, of Tennessee, to be 
Unit ed States marshal for the eastern dis
trict of Tennessee. Mr. Bell is now serving 
in this office under an appointment which 
~xpired May 17, 1945. 

John S. Denise, Sr., of Washington, to be 
United States marshal for the western d is
trict of Washington, vice Herbert W. Algeo, 
resigned. 

UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

The following-named candidates for ap
pointment in the Regular Corps of the 

, United States Public Health Service: 
TO BE SURGEONS .EFFECTIVE DATE OF OATH OF 

OFFICE 

Norvin C. Kiefer 
George L. Fite 

Myron D. Miller 
Arthur w. Newitt 

POSTMASTERS 

The following-named persons to be post
masters: 

CALIFORNIA 

James W. Moffitt, Guadalupe, Calif., in 
place of Corinne Dolcini, resigned. 

Eva B. Wood, Newhall, Calif., in place of 
L . 0. Duchene, resigned. 

CONNECTICUT 

Carl J. Lauretti, Farmington, Conn., in 
place of T. H. Collins, deceased. 

INDIANA 

Jacob C. Fleclc, Cedar Lake, Ind., in place 
of Emma Knesek, resigned. 

KENTUCKY 

Marian C. Harned, Boston, Ky. Office be
came Presidential July 1, 1944. 

MAINE 

George M. Evans, Sherman Mills, Maine, 
in place of P. B. Seavey, transferred. 

MARYLAND 

Laura E. Linklns, Cabin John , Md. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1943. 

MISSOURI 

John E-. White, Hunnewell, Mo. Office be
came Presidential July 1, 1944. 

NEW YORK 

Lester J. Williams, Canastota, N. Y., in 
place of D. A. Lewis, deceased. 

OHIO 

Katherine Matson, Maynard, Ohio. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1943. 

TENNESSEE 

Richard M. Morelock, Persia, Tenn. Office 
became Presidential July 1, 1944. 

Emma Anderson, Unicoi, Tenn. Office be• 
came Presidential July 1, 1943. 

TEXAS 

Elbert W. Franklin, Floresvllle, Tex., in 
place of B. T. McDaniel, transferred. 

WEST VmGINIA 

Ina Knapp, Cedar Grove, W. Va., 1n place 
of C. A. Skaggs, deceased. 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by the 
Senate June 13 <legislative day of June 
4 ) , 1945: 

FOREIGN SERVICE 

William D. Pawley to be Amba!:sador Ex
traordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United 
States of America to Peru. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
f~ vVEDNESDAY, JUNE 13, 1945 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera 

Montgomery, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Blessed be the name 'of the Lord our 
God who inspires to clearer vision with 

. broader sympathies and larger achieve
ments. Keep us as a people in the van
guard of the upward movements toward 
the final triumph of good over evil, in 
proud submission to Thy holy will, facing 
a glorious destiny among the nations o{ 
the world. 

Holy Spirit, restore unto us something 
of our birthright and grant that sor
rows which surged about us may be 
assuaged; bestow upon us blessings of 
patience, filled with divine longings 
that move the soul and impart com
fort and cheer to every care-shadowed 
life. Do Thou have compassion upon 
any who may be burdened, whose doubts 
and fears are greater than their joys. 
Through discipline and limitations do 
Thou increase our strength in all those 
virtues that make us better men and 
women, and we shall praise Thee in 
all our works. In the name of our 
Redeemer. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of . 
yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE) FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced 
that the Senate had passed a bill of the 
following title, in which the concurrence 
of the House is requested: 

S. 830. An act to provide for designation of 
the United States Veterans' Administration 
hospital at Sioux Falls, S. Dale., as the Royal 
C. Johnson Veterans' Hospital. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is re
_quested, a bill of the House of the follow
. ing title: 

H . R. 3306. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of such Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30; 1946, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints 
Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. GLASS, Mr. OVERTON, 
Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, Mr. BILBO, 
Mr. BURTON, Mr. BALL, and Mr. WILLIS to 

be the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. ROBERTSON of Virginia aslced 
and was given p'ermission to extend his 
remarks in the RECORD explaining briefly 
the provisions of three bills which he in
troduced today dealing with the national 
program of wildlife conservation. 

Mr. HEDRICK asked and was given 
permission to print in the RECORD an edi
torial from the Charleston Gazette, of 
Charleston, W. Va. 

GOLD-MINING INDUSTRY OF AMERICA 

Mr. BUNKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
-for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ne
vada? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUNKER. Mr. Speaker, no branch 

of our economy has made a greater con
tribution to the war effort than the min
ing industry of America . 

And, paradoxically, no government in 
the world has dealt more harshly with 
its own gold miners than our country. 

Under the terms of a War Produc
tion Board Order L-208, gold mining was 
stopped by the WPB more than 3 years 
ago. 

The result is that today colonial Eng
land is the largest producer of gold in 
the world and Russia has replaced the 
United States as the second greatest. 
Gold production is being subsidized by 
the Canadian Government. 

Allied countries all have enjoyed pri
orities on gold-mining equipment manu-. 
factured in the United States during the 
war, while our own producers have been 
denied access to the same. 

Today our Government is buying 
Soutp American gold, while our own gold 
mines disintegrate. 

The War Production Board now has 
under consideration relaxation of its 
order, L-208. 

More than 1,000,000 of our figi1ting 
men will be returning in the months just 
ahead to find employment in private in
dustry; other hundreds of thousands of 
workers will be released from plants no 
longer required to win the war. 

War manpower shortr..ges cat no 
longer be an argument for continuance 
of L-208. 

It is essential that the barriers against 
the gold-mining industry be speedily 
lifted. 

Failure at this time to relax the re
strictions against gold mining would in
dic'ate a designed plan to wreck the gold
mining industry and to debase the value 
of gold and its utilization in our his
torically sound monetary structure 
which has carried us through every crisis 
of the past 150 years. 

Confidence in currency is essential to 
the well-being of any government and 
any people. Our people have had that 
confidence in our currency through every 
period of stress in the past. 

. EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to extend his re
marks in the RECORD and include a short 
editorial. 
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